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ABSTRACT
Applying Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems theory (1979), this study sought to
understand environmental risk-factors and the interactions between them that construct emergent
literacy development, as well as attitudes towards the literacy learning of low-SES children from
disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario. Data collection for this qualitative study
was conducted in the form of semi-structured interviews, organized and coded according to
common themes and concepts for further analysis and interpretation. The perspectives of Early
Childhood Educators (ECE) were sought to understand the challenges faced by children from
low-SES families in gaining early literacy skills, due to environmental factors, and what
implications this has for future success. Participants suggested that factors associated with
home, school, childcare, and neighbourhood environments have the capacity to support or hinder
the literacy development of low-SES children; furthermore, that when these environments
operate in cohesion, they may have the potential to compensate for lacks in individual
environments. The results of this study highlight reoccurring themes, such as the need for
ongoing and sustainable partnerships between schools, childcare centres, and social services, as
well as asset- based approaches to literacy learning.
Key Words: early literacy; socioeconomic status (SES); home literacy environment
(HLE); emergent literacy theory
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Foundations of language are experienced in early childhood, enabling children to absorb
communication and problem-solving skills as they progress through school. These foundations of
language allow children to develop the basics of reading and writing for subsequent grades
(ELECT, 2007). When deficits in literacy and language acquisition are present in the early stages
of literacy development, not only are there risks of kindergarten reading disparities to follow, but
also high school dropout and a life of both economic and social insecurity (Maxwell & Teplova,
2007). Emergent Literacy Theory emphasizes the importance of literacy throughout the lifecycle
but notes explicitly the necessity of early literacy experiences and literacy-rich environments
before formal schooling, to lay the foundation for future success (Moffat & Vincent, 2009).
One of the greatest threats to emergent literacy is socioeconomic status (SES). SES is a
measure of one’s social standing relative to society, primarily determined by an individual’s
level of education, occupation, and income (Stagg-Peterson & Heywood, 2007). In Canada, there
are several social groups at a heightened risk of experiencing low-SES, including those of racial
minorities, recent immigrants, women, single-parent households, as well as people living with
disabilities (Government of Canada, 2016). Socioeconomic status (SES) is identified as one of
the main factors that limits parents’ involvement in their child(ren)’s literacy development within
the home; it is well documented that the average reading performance of children from workingclass families is below that of their middle-class counterparts (Kirby & Hogan, 2008). According
to Aikens and Barbarin (2008), “economically disadvantaged children acquire language skills
more slowly, exhibit delayed letter recognition and phonological sensitivity, and are at risk for
reading difficulties” (p. 235).
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Low-SES limits the financial contributions parents can allocate towards creating literacyrich environments within the home, due to limited access to storybooks, workbooks, and tutoring
supports as needed (Moffat & Vincent, 2009). In addition to financial capital, Stagg-Peterson and
Heywood (2007) point out that families of lower socioeconomic status, and those with lower
levels of education, have scarce funds of social and cultural capital as well, and struggle to find
time to support their children’s literacy learning. In this sense, low-SES families struggle not
only with providing the economic assets to afford books and literacy materials, but also are faced
with additional intersecting factors that limit their ability to support their children’s emerging
literacy overall. Kirby (2008) notes that it is not merely the presence of books that contributes to
children’s literacy development, but rather, “what is done with the books that matters” (p. 115).
What is done with literacy resources and the types of literacy experiences offered to young
children is often reliant on parental beliefs, education levels, culture, as well as their access to
and relationships with school and community supports (Kirby, 2008).
According to Ortiz (2000), literacy is socially constructed within the home; however, he
also introduces the impact of other environments to the research as well, such as the
communities, schools, and neighbourhoods that children are raised in, and the resources they
offer. This is furthered by Aikens and Barbarin (2008), who examine the impact community and
socioeconomic status can have on a child’s reading success and emergent literacy. They found
that the academic challenges poor children face are intensified by “poor and distressed schools
and economically depressed neighbourhood(s)” (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008, p. 236). In their
study, they found that “school and neighbourhood conditions contributed more than family
characteristics to SES differences in learning rates in reading” (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008, p.
235). It is highly evidenced that each of these settings functions in a reciprocal process between
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the environment and the individual child and that these processes are reflections of the nature of
experiences, resources, and supports encountered by children across settings (Aikens & Barbarin,
2008).
The compounding influence of in-home experiences, schools, and neighbourhood
demographics on literacy development is supported by the Ecological Systems theory, developed
by Urie Bronfenbrenner (1979). Bronfenbrenner argues that human development is influenced by
four different types of environmental systems, including micro-, meso-, exo-, and macro-systems
(Figure 1). The environments children directly engage in encompass the microsystems, such as
family and childcare settings. These microsystems interact to shape the mesosystems (e.g.,
interactions and relationships between family and neighbourhood environments). Further, the
exosystem refers to environments in which the child does not actively participate in, but may
indirectly influence their overall development, such as government or school board policies.
Finally, the macrosystem involves beliefs and values, such as those held by the family or society
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Individuals are directly embedded in microsystems, which include
families, schools, and community programs, as well as the processes and interactions that occur
between these systems, which are identified as mesosystems. This theory argues that, while their
immediate home environment influences children, surrounding environments are also influential.
Further, the interactions between these environments, such as the interactions between parents
and schools, or schools and neighbourhoods, influence child development as well (Ettekal &
Mahoney, 2007). For example, if a child's parents take an active role in their education, such as
going to parent-teacher conferences and volunteering at their school, this is beneficial to the
child’s growth, and their relationship with that environment. It has been suggested that there is a
disconnect between these environments, and the fragmentation between them may pose
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significant challenges to vulnerable children, particularly in the early years of language
development.
Figure 1
Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory

Note: This figure was produced by Bronfenbrenner (1979) to explain the various environmental
systems that impact child development (Swanson et al., 2003, p. 751).
This study will explore how and in what ways microsystems’, and mesosystems’
interactions, influence development amongst low-SES youth; specifically, the risk factors within
these settings that influence students’ literacy and language acquisition. It may be suggested
from the research that a “wrap around”1 approach be assumed in vulnerable neighbourhoods in
Windsor, Ontario, to ensure a community-wide approach to combatting challenges faced by
children living there. Encompassing a seamless partnership amongst home, school, and
community settings is needed to support at-risk children’s emergent literacy skills.

1

The wraparound process addresses gaps for planning and individualizing services to meet the needs of children and
families. A wraparound team includes formal and informal supports across relevant domains within a community,
including the family, school, mental health supports, childcare centers, etc. This approach is a family-centered,
strength-based philosophy that requires the collaboration and coordination of programs and services, to guide
service planning for children at-risk, as well as their families (Bruns, 2015).
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Importance of the Study
This study is necessary firstly for the essential nature of literacy in and of itself. In
Canada, an estimated 42% of citizens over the age of 16 fail to achieve Level 3 literacy
proficiency, which is the level typically required for high school completion (Jamieson, 2006).
These challenges, however, emerge well before the adolescent years, as research suggests that
early exposure to literacy is critical to the formation of literacy skills necessary for positive
outcomes, future learning, and successful life transitions (Moffat & Vincent, 2009). Without this
foundation, it has been suggested that challenges with literacy have the potential to permeate into
adulthood. The Ontario Ministry of Child and Youth Services reports that, at four and five years
of age, approximately one-fifth of all children show delays in vocabulary development
(Jamieson, 2006). By grade 3, more than one in every three Ontario students fail to meet the
provincial standards for reading and writing (Jamieson, 2006). In 2007, a National Strategy for
Early Literacy was released, identifying literacy as Canada’s “hidden deficit” (Maxwell &
Teplova, 2007). This national document notes that individuals who lack literacy skills are less
likely to engage in skills and development programs, vote, or volunteer. They are also more
likely to be reliant on government supports in later adulthood, as 65% of social assistance
recipients and 70% of offenders lack literacy skills (Maxwell & Teplova, 2007). Early literacy
development and its correlation to long-term success are fundamental to the field of education, to
ensure students are successful, not only in school but in society.
The location of this study is a critical contribution to existing research on literacy and
language acquisition, due to Windsor, Ontario’s unique combination of immigration and
employment statistics, as well as its recent literacy scores. Windsor, Ontario, is one of several
Canadian communities that participate in the National Early Development Instrument (EDI)
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assessment, which is a questionnaire designed to measure senior kindergarten students’ success
across several domains, including literacy. In 2019, senior kindergarten students in Windsor
performed at or above the Ontario baseline in all domains, except the language and cognitive
domain (City of Windsor, 2019). To understand these scores, it is important to explore potential
correlations to city demographics. Windsor has attracted more than 2,500 immigrants per year on
average in the past decade, according to a 2019 provincial report, which, when adjusted for
population size, represents an immigration rate above average for large urban centers across
Canada and is higher than other urban centers in Ontario (“The Role of Immigration,” 2019).
Additionally, Windsor has the highest childhood poverty rate of any urban center in Canada
(Waddell, 2019).
Lastly, this study is significant due to its potential to address gaps in existing research.
While several studies seek to understand literacy and the factors influencing literacy
development, most of these studies focus heavily on genetics and the family, rather than the
contributing effects of multiple settings in which children engage, such as neighbourhoods and
childcare centers. For example, in a study conducted by Haworth et al. (2007), the authors
hypothesized genetic correlates amongst twins’ reading ability at the age of 7, thus arguing that
identifiable genes may be responsible for reading challenges in lieu of “environmental failures of
the school and family” (Haworth et al., 2007, p. 179). Additionally, Green et al. (2009)
emphasize the sole influence of maternal literacy level on children’s literacy success. According
to Aikens and Barbarin (2008), “research exploring the contribution of multiple settings to
reading outcomes is critical in the effort to deconstruct and identify the processes that give rise to
socioeconomic differences in achievement” (p. 236).
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In most cases, the home literacy environments (HLE) of low-SES youth lack necessary
resources for early literacy acquisition; however, little research has been done to explore other
environments young children may engage in outside of the home, which may influence emergent
literacy development. Children born into economically challenged neighbourhoods or who attend
childcare programs with limited funding may face multiple levels of oppression in seeking to
gain the basic literacy skills necessary for future success. It is important to understand how and
in what ways the trajectory of these students may be interrupted. Further, teachers are often
sought out as the primary participants of research studies related to literacy development;
however, it has been evidenced that literacy development begins well before formal schooling.
As such, the perspectives of Early Childhood Educators will be obtained to understand the
impact of various settings outside of the traditional classroom, such as community groups, family
programs, and childcare centers, whose programs are typically implemented by ECEs.
This study seeks to gain insights into the literacy experiences of low-SES children from
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, from the perspective of ECEs. In doing so, various supports are
suggested, and in a multitude of environments. Further, it may also emphasize the immense
impact of literacy on positive outcomes for vulnerable students, and result in greater funding for
schools, community programs, libraries, and in-home services for these children and their
families. In 2006, the Ontario government introduced provincially funded “Parents Reaching
Out” grants to financially support school programs across Ontario, which focused on parent
engagement, including those related to literacy development (Government of Ontario, 2017). In
2014, Windsor schools received fewer funds for these programs, compared to many boards
across Ontario (Thompson, 2014), and, in 2019, the Provincial Government cut this funding
across the province in half (Tumilty, 2019). The results of this study may draw greater attention
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to the need for investment or reinvestment in programs and resources in select communities and
their respective schools, childcare settings, and community centers, to instill a wrap-around
approach to emergent literacy for low-SES children and their families.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to understand the various environmental micro- and mesosystems that affect the construction of emergent literacy amongst low-SES children from
disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario, from the perspective of ECEs who work
directly in these environments.
Research Questions
Research on the topic of low-SES children and the environments that influence their
emergent literacy development requires that these environments be identified (microsystems) and
that the interactions and relationships between environments (mesosystems) be understood. As
literacy is recognized as a social construction, it is critical to identify factors associated with
multiple environments, such as the home, school/childcare center, and neighbourhood that affect
each environments’ ability to provide or fail to provide low-SES children adequately with
literacy-rich experiences. Further, it is important to explore how these literacy environments may
work cohesively or independently, and what effect this has on overall literacy development and
literacy success. Lastly, it is essential to assess how these environments are impacted by the
demographic makeup of the communities they serve. The perspectives of ECEs were sought, due
to their diverse roles across a multitude of literacy environments, including schools, childcare
programs, and family learning centers. The research questions are as follows:
1. What environmental risk factors do low-SES children from disadvantaged neighbourhoods
in Windsor, Ontario face, particularly in their literacy acquisition?
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Sub questions:
•

What are the existing community literacy assets, and what are the identifiable gaps in
programs and services in Windsor, Ontario?

•

How do ECEs perceive the relationships between existing literacy environments
including homes, schools/childcare centres, and their respective neighbourhoods?

Locating Myself in the Study
I locate myself in the research in a position of social responsibility, anti-oppression,
ethical curiosity, and knowledge of the complexity of this current topic in education. My interest
and relation to this study are motivated by my role as a teacher and an English adult education
instructor. In these roles, I have first-hand experiences witnessing the challenges faced by
individuals who lack basic literacy skills, specifically, the obstacles children and adults face
when early literacy skills are not adequately developed and honed. As a current English
communications instructor in an Ontario adult upgrading program, many of my students express
frustrations with the lack of literacy exposure they had growing up, and how this has manifested
into a disdain toward reading and writing; these students also express the effects of subsequent
challenges related to literacy, in accessing employment, higher education, and government aid.
As a woman who was raised in a low-SES household, I can resonate with several of the
topics being explored in this study. I was raised by my grandparents, who faced financial
hardship; however, I did not struggle with reading and language due to several compounding
factors, including my grandparents’ first languages being English and French, and the value they
placed on education. My childhood home was a rental property located in an affluent
neighbourhood. So, while my family may have had limited resources, I was surrounded by other
literacy-rich environments, including my school. My grandparents also made use of community
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supports, such as the local library, to ensure I was exposed to books early on. This has fostered a
curiosity in potential mediating factors that various literacy environments may offer, as well as
my interest in supporting the emergent literacy of others. I can attest to the importance of literacy
and language as being an integral part of my social mobility. Thus, the urgency for intervention
strategies aimed at supporting the literacy development of low-SES youth is of profound interest.
While I feel as though my personal experience is useful to the study, and to the conversational
nature of semi-structured qualitative research, I acknowledge the potential influence of personal
bias. While researchers conducting qualitative research cannot be entirely objective, due to the
nature of qualitative research, awareness of my positionality allows me to be conscious of any
particular biases that may arise. As explained by Holmes (2020) “Positionality describes an
individual’s world view and the position they adopt about a research task and its social and
political context” (p.1). Kirn et al. (2017) add that,
Given that IPA acknowledges that this bias cannot be removed from any stage of the
study, bias is a topic that cannot be ignored or delayed as it has an impact on validity
throughout the research process. Therefore, reflecting upon and documenting the position
of each researcher and how he or she approaches the data is an integral part of the
interpretive paradigm and of IPA. (p. 5)
For this reason, self-reflection and a reflexive approach are important to the present study.
My Emic and Etic Positioning
I offer my experience as an individual who grew up in a low-SES household but was
fortunate to experience literacy-rich environments due to several intersecting and mediating
factors. In addition to my personal experience, my academic background as a former pre-service
teacher at the University of Windsor, as well as being an Early Childhood Education graduate,
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allowed me to engage in courses related to teacher education and child development, witness
threats to emergent literacy, as well as become exposed to diverse races, ethnicities, and social
minorities in local schools and childcare centers. During my undergraduate education, my major
of study was English Language and Literature, with a minor in Women and Gender Studies.
These areas of study led me to be engaged explicitly in content and current research related to
foundations of language and writing conventions, as well as social issues related to poverty,
education, and intersecting levels of oppression.
While studying in the Faculty of Education, I have learned about and been exposed to
schools located in vulnerable communities and collaborated with teachers, parents, and
community partners to address gaps in resources. During my teaching practicums, I was involved
in breakfast programs and community garden initiatives, as well as EQAO scribing/facilitation
with at-risk students at both the elementary and secondary levels. In these settings, I have noticed
an overlap in the demographic makeup of students and families deemed most in need of these
supports. It was often evident that the students who required additional learning and testing
supports were those who came from low-SES families. This correlation is noted in a report by
Pike et al. (2010), stating that The Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services (MCYS),
which provides funding to Ontario’s Student Nutrition Programs, requires that these programs be
established in schools with the highest need. While the formula for calculating which schools
receive funding is not explicitly revealed, “it is apparent that the formula includes data on the
poverty rates of the neighbourhoods where students live, may include other data (which is often
correlated to low income) such as EQAO scores (Education Quality and Accountability Office),
and rates of newcomers and lone-parent families” (Pike et al., 2010, p. 3).
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This literature review explores emergent literacy and current understandings of the
various environmental risk factors that affect the literacy development of low-SES children from
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. The influence of homes, schools/childcare centers, and
communities on literacy development is researched, from an ecological perspective.
Home Environment
In a study conducted by Kirby and Hogan (2008) of Queens University, the researchers
identified three ways that HLE’s are of particular importance to children’s literacy. First, HLE’s
expose children to books, which help establish a culture of reading wherein literacy skills are
deemed both valuable and enjoyable. Second, HLE’s may contribute to various pre-literacy
skills, such as “phonological processing,” which is the sensitivity to and ability to manipulate the
sounds of and within words. Lastly, HLE’s may provide children with the skills necessary for
kindergarten readiness, such as letter recognition and word decoding (Kirby & Hogan, 2008).
When seeking to understand emergent literacy development and opportunities for intervention,
analyzing risk factors that limit the home literacy environment is essential.
Family SES
Amongst the literature, socioeconomic status (SES) is identified as one of the main
factors that limit parents’ involvement in their child(ren)’s literacy development; it is well
documented that the average reading performance of children from working-class families is
below that of children from middle-class homes (Kirby & Hogan, 2008). According to Moffat
and Vincent (2009), low-SES limits the financial contributions parents can allocate towards
literacy-inducing materials such as storybooks, workbooks, and tutoring support as needed. In
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addition to financial capital, Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007) point out that families of lower
socioeconomic status and parents with lower education levels, have scarce funds of social and
cultural capital as well, and struggle to find time to support children’s literacy learning. One
teacher that Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007) interviewed in their study stated, “Families are
struggling to put food on the table, and they’re limited in their own English, so they may not be
able to help their children with literacy” (p. 525). Additionally, it was mentioned in the articles
that low-SES parents often do not know what resources are considered useful to benefit their
children’s literacy development, and they expressed feelings of inferiority when seeking
guidance.
Hands (2013) notes the lack of voice low-SES parents are permitted to have in their
child’s education, compared to affluent parents who acknowledge the power they have to shape
and influence schools’ curricula. It was found in the research that many events and supports
hosted by schools are designed to suit middle-class, dominant group ideals: for example, the cost
of events, transportation needs, as well as the time of the day in which events are hosted. StaggPeterson and Heywood (2007), mention that many low-SES parents must work multiple jobs to
support their families. In their study, parents noted that most school events, such as parent and
child reading groups, occurred during the day when they are at work. Understanding the barriers
associated with SES, which serve to limit the participation of certain families, is relevant to the
research due to Windsor’s high poverty rate. In 2019, the Windsor Essex County Health Unit’s
Community Needs Assessment noted that poverty is a significant issue in Windsor-Essex
County. “One in four children under five years (26.0%), one in five children under 17 years
(22.6%), and one in ten seniors (11.4%) in Windsor and Essex County live in poverty”
(WECHU, 2019, p. 10). Further research and data collection are required in order to understand
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potential correlations between the level of poverty in Windsor, and how this impacts parent
engagement in literacy learning.
Social Reproduction
While the classifications of individuals based on upper- and lower- class distinctions are
apparent, what remains unclear is how individuals obtain these labels. In response to this, the
literature introduces the concept of social reproduction, which “focuses on the differential
socialization of individuals coming from different social classes” (Tramonte & Willms, 2009, p.
202). Socialization in childhood teaches children to seek out the interests, lifestyles, and
traditions familiar and comfortable to them, which Bourdieu identifies as habitus (Tramonte &
Willms, 2009). According to Lareau (2002), “America’s upper classes from the colonial days
until now, have more strongly cultivated an educational achievement habitus that fostered the
inter-generational transfer of social group values and habitus to the next generation” (Brown et
al., 2016, p. 121). This is highly relevant to the research, as Lapienienė and Mažeikienėas (2015)
suggest that an interplay between educational and social factors at home contribute to the
formation of children’s reading habitus.
The concept of habitus emphasizes the theory of cultural capital, which is an
accumulation of non-economic assets derived primarily from generational and parental
influences within the home. While it is previously noted that low-SES students’ habitus may be
altered by literacy experiences offered by teachers at school, Stevens (2011) argues, “Even
within the literacy instruction and support provided in schools, access to capital and therefore
achievement, plays out differentially and, in turn, intersects with forms of capital outside of a
school’s walls” (p.134). It is important to note here the influence of parents in the development
of cultural capital, which is particularly indicated in Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007), a
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summary of Lareau’s (1987) indicators of cultural capital in education, which include: “(1)
interactions with other parents, (2) parents’ understanding of school processes, (3) contact with
school personnel, and (4) parents’ communication skills” (p. 519). The involvement of parents is
highlighted as an important component in the development of cultural capital via literacy,
“Students with more family cultural capital exhibit higher levels of interest and motivation
towards studying, are more diligent and persistent, and receive higher reading scores” (Chiu et
al., 2015, p. 5).
Despite the pronounced need for parents to be involved, to enhance children’s access to
cultural capital, Ciabattari (2010) emphasizes that many low- SES parents are involved;
however, how these families demonstrate their concern and interest, may conflict with that of
upper-class. “The standards of the school are not neutral; their requests for parental involvement
may be laden with the social and cultural experiences of intellectual and economic elites”
(Ciabattari, 2010, p. 119). In acknowledging the discrepancies between the resources low- and
high-SES families can provide, the literature introduces the theory of social escalation, wherein
parents of low socioeconomic status attempt to foster early and continuous reading experiences
for their children, to provide their children with increased social mobility, by enhancing their
current habitus (Brown et al., 2016). In this way, language serves as a “tool” or “password” to
access cultural capital to compensate for generational habitus that is different from normative
educational standards (Tramonte & Willms, 2009, p. 202). Assuming that this can be done
merely in the classroom without considering parental involvement is what Stevens (2011) calls
the “literacy myth” (p. 138). For this reason, it may be hypothesized that interventions to address
risk factors associated with low-SES incorporate the cultural capital of the student, families, and
neighbourhoods being served.
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Parental Literacy Level
According to Moffat and Vincent (2009), emergent literacy research highlights the
importance of pre-literacy experiences, including “parent-child book reading, meaningful
conversations and interactions, high parental expectations and encouragement, and emotionally
healthy and secure family environments” (p. 136). However, Stagg-Peterson and Heywood
(2007) note that parents’ inability to support their children’s literacy development is primarily
due to their illiteracy level, which the authors identify as “linguistic capital.” Linguistic capital is
often expected to be stronger for individuals who speak the dialect of the dominant language
(English or French in this case); however, some individuals whose first language is either
English or French, but who struggled with literacy themselves early on, may be limited in their
ability to support their children’s emergent literacy (Stagg-Peterson & Heywood, 2007). Feelings
of parent helplessness are noted in the literature, and Kirby and Hogan (2008) explain that
parents’ negative attitudes towards reading arising from their own experiences, negatively impact
their willingness to engage in their children’s literacy learning, such as reading books with them.
This is significant as it points to the generational effects of literacy challenges, which are
exacerbated by factors associated with low-income households, such as adverse pediatric health,
as well as scarce economic resources to allocate towards education.
Segal and Martin-Chang (2018) report that parents’ reading-related knowledge and
socioeconomic status are predictors of their children’s reading skills. In Ontario, 32% of adults
do not have basic literacy skills essential for everyday tasks and employability. Additionally, 1 in
6 (or 15% of Ontarians) struggle with severe literacy challenges, such as the inability to read
basic text (Statistics Canada, 2013). This is concerning, as the literature indicates that parents’
literacy levels serve as an immense barrier to their child’s early literacy development. Further
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research is required, as adult literacy statistics for Windsor, Ontario, are unavailable, which is a
gap in the research. To support the literacy development of children, it may be important to
investigate the effectiveness of parent and child literacy programs and seek to understand the
outcomes for parents who engage in literacy and language adult upgrading programs for
themselves and their children.
Maternal Literacy
While parent literacy levels have proven to have a generational impact on their child’s
literacy development, several studies have evidenced the unique and specific influence of
maternal education levels on emergent literacy. This correlation has been widely recognized as
one of the most important risk factors related to the home environment, SES, and child literacy
outcomes. Such correlations have noted an association with knowledge, attitudes, resources, and
practices related to early literacy, such as reduced frequency of mother-child reading. Green et al.
(2009) explored this correlation between maternal education level and child literacy outcomes.
They argue that maternal education level, in the form of years spent in school or degrees
obtained, does not predict literacy outcomes, as this form of formal education does not equate to
literacy skills necessary to meet the demands of everyday life. Instead, the results of their
research suggest that future research should measure literacy level based on the cognitive home
environment and those literacy skills associated with real-world applications. Further, it has been
recommended that maternal practices, such as higher exposure to various texts and teaching
practices explained to mothers, actually mediate approximately 25% of the total effect of
maternal education on children’s early language and literacy skills (Mendivea et al., 2017).
To explore whether adult literacy programs or training in maternal practices were more
effective in supporting low-SES children’s literacy outcomes, Banerji et al. (2017) completed a
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randomized evaluation of three programs, with participants organized into four groups: (1) adult
literacy classes for mothers, (2) training for mothers on how to enhance their children’s learning
at home, (3) a combination of the first two interventions, or (4) nothing, which served as the
control group. The results of their study found that only the combined approach incorporating
literacy classes for mothers, as well as training in childhood literacy, had a significant effect on
children’s language scores. Further, they found that this form of intervention also increased
feelings of empowerment amongst the mothers, their level of participation in their children’s
emergent literacy, and the quality and quantity of educational materials in the HLE. These
findings are relevant to the current study; however, further analysis is necessary to understand
the gender-specific implications of these findings.
Early Learning Educational Environments
Preschools, childcare centers, and Full-Day Kindergarten programs are environments that
offer indisputable opportunities for emergent literacy. It is in these settings that children engage
in reading with adults, play-based dialogue, and exposure to a wide range of literacy activities,
otherwise lacking in the other environments in which they participate, such as in the HLE.
Accessibility and Funding
The importance of early education has been widely recognized, leading to several
changes to early years programs across the province. With these changes came the introduction
of Ministry funded Full-Day Kindergarten (FDK), which became available to all publicly funded
school systems in Ontario in 2014, for children ages 4 and 5 years old. According to the
Elementary Teachers Federation of Ontario (ETFO), FDK narrows the achievement gap for lowSES children, improves literacy achievement, and increases school retention rates (ETFO, 2008).
Their report cites research indicating that “full-day kindergarten experience enables children,
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particularly those from educationally deprived backgrounds, to acquire the skills needed to
become emergent readers at least to the point at which they are at par with children from more
educationally advantaged communities” (EFTO, 2008, p. 8). The benefits of this program are
numerous; however, research suggests that emergent literacy begins well before the introduction
of kindergarten. For this reason, it is relevant to explore factors related to other early learning
environments, including childcare centres and preschools.
While FDK is fully funded, preschools and childcare centres are not as financially
accessible to many families, which has led many to resort to relying on unregulated
arrangements for childcare (Khanna & Rothman, 2015). Overall, the research indicates that
Canadian childcare options for children under the age of four are insufficient to meet the needs
of families, due to lacking availability and inaccessibility due to cost and location, which impact
program quality, as well as ECE training and compensation. In Ontario, subsidies are provided to
qualifying families; however, the rationing of such funds has resulted in long waitlists for
available spots. This is relevant to the current study, as the literature suggests that early education
beginning at birth is pivotal to emergent literacy development and successful outcomes for
children long-term (Kirby & Hogan, 2008). In Ontario, funding cuts to licenced childcare
announced in 2019 by the provincial government will result in a decrease in already destitute
subsidy programs, thus widening the literacy gap for low-SES children.
Parent-Teacher/ECE Relationships
As mentioned by Hands (2012), positive home–school/preschool, partnerships are
characterized by a shared focus on students. Yet, there is often a disconnect between educators’
expectations for participation and parent engagement. Hands (2012), notes that there is a
“discrepancy between the school personnel’s lived experiences and those of minority students
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and their families” (p.136). However, middle-class parents’ compatible experiences and
understandings of school expectations contribute to their greater awareness of what schools
expect (Stagg-Peterson & Heywood, 2007). As a result, teachers, ECEs, and school
administrators view these parents as more competent in supporting their children’s literacy
learning. Feelings of competency, or lack thereof, was especially highlighted in the research as a
barrier to parent involvement in literacy in educational settings. For example, Hands (2012),
discusses the findings of a study on low-income parents’ literacy engagement; these parents
mentioned that school personnel were dismissive and disrespectful of them and their children.
She describes a “deficit model,” wherein educators view families, especially those of minority
status, as requiring resources rather than possessing any to contribute. Stagg-Peterson and
Heywood (2007) note as well that educators often misinterpret parents’ minimal participation in
school-related events as evidence that these parents lack concern or interest in their children’s
schooling, which is often not the case.
In a study conducted by Doyle and Zhang (2011), the researchers led a parent and child
literacy program to study the impact of parent engagement on early literacy learning.
The researchers note that one of the highlights of the program, as pointed out by parents, was
that it was “non-intimidating” (Doyle & Zhang, 2011, p. 228). Further research is necessary to
analyze programs, similar to those conducted by Doyle and Zhang, to offer inclusive literacy
programs that build positive connections between schools and families.
Resources and Programs
According to research conducted by Pelatti and Piasta (2017), as well as D’Angiulli et al.
(2004), participation in school programs aimed at supporting the literacy development of the
child has significant positive outcomes for at-risk students’ reading achievement. Their findings
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even suggest that “training focused on reading and phonological processing skills can be used to
compensate for socio-economic disadvantage if taught to young children in the pre-reading
stage, that is, before reading failure might take place” (D’Angiulli et al., 2004, p. 869). This is
relevant to the current study, as I am seeking to understand the potential opportunities for various
environments to compensate for or mediate the effects of others. To understand it further, it is
important to explore why all schools in disadvantaged neighborhoods do not offer interventional
literacy programs and after school supports. Duncombe’s (2017) research on schools with
concentrated poverty reports that this is due to a lack of sufficient resources and offerings,
particularly experienced by those schools most in need. His research suggests that there are
“concrete and measurable discrepancies in educational opportunities available to students in high
poverty schools” (p.1). A limitation in using Duncombe’s research was that it was conducted in
the United States, which operates on a much different educational funding system than Canada.
To fill this gap, the Ontario People for Education’s 2018 report sheds light on discrepancies in
funding for high poverty schools provincially. According to this report, schools with low
parental education and high levels of poverty had fewer resources, such as specialized teachers,
before and after school care, and equipment such as iPads (People for Education, 2018).
In a study conducted by Neuman and Celano (2001), this phenomenon is explored
further, wherein book access in preschool settings was assessed for the quality, quantity, and
accessibility of the book collection at low, middle, and upper-class community childcare centers.
The discrepancies in their findings were concerning: high SES centers included a wealth of
attractively displayed, developmentally appropriate books, of several different genres; however,
in low-SES centers, the book centers were smaller with limited books in good condition. The
researchers suggest that differences in resources are related to the amount of time devoted to
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reading and language. So, this discrepancy in book access thus poses an inevitable risk to the
access children of low-SES families have to emergent literacy experiences.
Achievement Gap
Children from low-income families are often at an immediate academic disadvantage and
typically do not catch up to their peers, even upon entering elementary school (Pelatti & Piasta,
2017). This achievement gap begins in the early years and persists throughout the life course, as
evidenced in a study conducted by Cabell et al. (2013). They found that low-SES preschoolers’
emergent literacy profiles remained consistent over the entire academic year, and 79% of the
children in the lowest achievement bracket upon entering elementary school in the fall, remained
stagnant in that group until the spring. The authors also found that this achievement gap persisted
over time: by the time low-SES students enter high school, they often do not have the literacy
skills to pursue higher education upon graduating and are more likely to experience incarceration
and unemployment later in life (Pelatti & Piasta, 2017). These trends for children at-risk are
relevant to the current study as the research being conducted uses Windsor, Ontario’s Early
Developmental Instrument (EDI) results to point to lacks in literacy, based on the demographic
mapping. Research conducted on EDI results indicates that “students with low EDI scores, (i.e.,
those in the vulnerable or at-risk groups) are much less likely to achieve the provincial standard
on the Grade 3 EQAO reading, writing and mathematics assessment than those with high EDI
scores” (City of Windsor, 2019). For the proposed research, it is important to note that, while
children between the ages of birth to six are years away from conducting standardized testing,
the challenges low-SES children face developing emergent literacy skills tend to permeate
throughout their lives, and inevitably will negatively impact their scores on future assessments;
such delays may lead them to be disproportionately referred to special education programs.
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At-Risk for Reading Failure
Within school settings, children at-risk of reading failure are those whose rate of
performance or improvement is dramatically below their peers. These students are considered
most at-risk of poor reading outcomes and are more likely to be diagnosed with Reading
Disabilities (RD), most predominately dyslexia (Davis et al., 2007). According to the Ontario
Human Rights Commission, early screening for reading challenges is critical, before beginning
grade 1 because, “without appropriate instruction, more than 74% of children entering Grade 1
who are at risk for reading failure, will continue to have reading problems into adulthood (Lyon,
2003, p. 1). While the need for early intervention of reading challenges in preschool settings is a
common theme articulated in the literature, discrepancies regarding which groups are most likely
to be diagnosed emerged. Shifrer et al. (2011) argue that certain socio-demographic subgroups,
typically groups who are already disadvantaged, are disproportionately identified as having
reading disabilities and challenges, which they argue is a persistent and systemic problem in the
education system. Further, due to the overrepresentation of low-SES children and minorities in
remedial learning programs, the authors suggest that the placement of these students in special
education may function as a tool of discrimination, “This suggests that identification of learning
problems may reflect social differences rather than learning differences, and the solution to some
‘biological’ issues may lie in addressing social problems, such as socioeconomic inequality or
the way that socioeconomic inequality is reproduced in schools” (Shifrer et al., 2011, p. 12).
Inequalities manifested from the disproportionate diagnoses of reading challenges
amongst low-SES children are exacerbated when analyzing the long-term repercussions of this
phenomenon. Oakden (2005), discusses “pullout models,” wherein struggling students are
removed from the class to work with a literacy specialist, separate from their peers. Her findings
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suggest that eliminating children, who are struggling to keep up with standardized curriculum,
from traditional classrooms, even at the primary level, results in feelings of decreased autonomy
and frustration. In an article by Leversuch et al. (2019), the authors explore how labelling
children has the capacity to ignite feelings of learned helplessness and lack of control. In their
study, they provided a test to students: one group with reading challenges without labels, and the
other group with labels of dyslexia. In failure scenarios on the test, children with labelled
dyslexia associated the difficulty of the subject, followed by the complexity of the trial, as the
most likely reasons for failure; both instances considered outside of the individual’s control
(Leversuch et al., 2019). The authors state that “these participants seemed to have their sense of
control stripped from them by an education system that wanted to categorize and restrict them”
(Leversuch et al., 2019, p. 10). This introduces research on the risk factor of learned
helplessness.
Learned helplessness is identified as a psychological risk factor, particularly impacting
the success of low-SES children, as the chronic or acute stressors that contribute to learned
helplessness are cumulative. Students from low-income families who are most vulnerable to
experience “disruptive or traumatic events or who lack a measure of connectedness—to family,
to the community, or religious affiliation—demonstrate increased hopelessness over time”
(Leversuch et al., 2019, p. 10).
Neighbourhood Environments
Where children live can have an immense impact on their overall development, as it has
been found that, at the neighbourhood level, significant disparities exist. In some
neighbourhoods in Canada, 2% of the children are considered “at-risk,” whereas, in other
neighbourhoods, this figure jumps to roughly 75%. To understand these differences, the CIHR-
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funded Canadian Neighborhoods and Early Child Development (CanNECD) study, which is a
collaborative effort from researchers across Canada, including McMaster University, the
University of British Columbia, the University of Manitoba, and the University of Saskatchewan,
notes that neighborhood socioeconomic variables have an immense impact on overall early
childhood outcomes (Minh et al., 2017).
Such variables within the neighbourhood environment include poverty, social
disorganization, high percentages of minority populations, crime, and poor educational climate
(Nieuwenhuis & Hooimeijer, 2016). Neuman and Moland (2016) argue that neighbourhoods can
influence the choices people make, the opportunities they can access, and the quality of social
experiences available to them. In a study by Hanson et al. (2011), wherein they conducted census
measures of neighbourhood hardship, including female-headed households and those living
below the poverty line, it was found that neighbourhood economic hardship was associated with
young children’s literacy development, such as letter recognition and phonological awareness
(Froiland et al., 2014). This is a relatively new area of research, which the current study will
explore further. Kohen et al. (2008) state that, while some research on neighbourhood effects on
literacy learning have emerged, most studies relate to adolescents rather than young children.
The proposed study will thus seek to fill this gap in the existing literature.
Interactions Amongst Residents: Contagion
Vygotsky’s Social-Constructivist theory states that learners’ understandings and
knowledge are gained through experience, interactions, and socialization opportunities with
peers, teachers, and parents (Doyle & Zhang, 2011). According to research conducted by
Nieuwenhuis and Hooimeijer (2016), neighbourhoods engage in daily social opportunities and
therefore conduct the social mechanism of “contagion,” wherein “residents are influenced by
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their neighbours’ behaviour and attitudes” (p. 322). This is furthered by Durham (2006) who
states that “residents of a particular area are often similar on a number of factors, due to
residential segregation by race, income, occupation/profession, or personal preferences for
particular environments” (p. 626). In a study conducted by Kohen et al. (2008), they found that
perceived cohesion amongst neighbourhoods predicted family function, which thus predicted
self-reported home literacy practices (Froiland et al., 2014). Further, Theokas and Lerner (2006)
found that human resources within a neighbourhood, such as the percentage of individuals within
the community with a college degree, were related to positive youth development, due to rolemodelling (Froiland et al., 2013). Conversely, when negative perceptions and attitudes towards
reading, higher education, and employment are pervasive in a neighbourhood, its residents and
the children growing up in these neighbourhoods are more likely to adopt similar attitudes, as
explained by Kelly (2008). His research notes an “anti-school attitude” in low socioeconomic
students, which “permeates every aspect of schooling, from classroom behavior to field trips, to
after-school forays in vandalism and substance abuse” (p. 435).
Scarce Resources
In disadvantaged neighborhoods, limited resources pose a significant risk to literacy, due
to increased competition over scarce forms of capital, such as jobs, facilities, and support
programs. As such, social disorganization is likely to ensue, which may result in higher rates of
crime and violence. For children and adolescents growing up in such conditions, they are more
likely to be exposed to peer groups that engage in deviant behaviour and have negative attitudes
towards education and school (Nieuwenhuis & Hooimeijer, 2016). In addition to a lack of
resources that result in neighbourhood disorder, many low-SES communities struggle to provide
the same literacy resources and materials to their residents. For instance, in a 2001 study on four
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neighbourhoods in Philadelphia, it was found that lower SES communities provided substantially
less exposure to books and neighbours reading books in public areas, such as parks and libraries
(Froiland et al., 2013).
Further, Neuman and Celano (2001) found that there were significant discrepancies
between the literacy resources available within middle-income communities compared to their
low-SES counterparts. Their findings suggested that children living in poor neighbourhoods or
communities had to “rely heavily on public institutions for literacy experiences and were ‘shortchanged’ compared to those living in higher-income neighborhoods” (Froiland et al., 2011, p.
765). This is furthered by Neuman and Moland (2016); they affirm that these discrepancies in
resources include access to amenities such as libraries and recreation, as well as quality schools
that have the capacity to attract skilled teachers.
Community Access to Print
Neuman and Moland (2016) explored the grouping of low-SES families in disadvantaged
neighborhoods, and the correlation this concentration of poverty has with young children’s
access and exposure to print. The literature asserts that access to books, stories, and other forms
of print has both short- and long-term consequences on vocabulary and comprehension skills;
however, the authors argue that low-SES neighborhood environments have become “book
deserts” which hinder young children’s emergent literacy, thus widening the achievement gap.
One argument made to contradict the concept of “book deserts” and the lack of available print
material in disadvantaged neighborhoods is the plethora of reading material available on the
Internet. While it is acknowledged that these resources are seemingly readily available, it is
essential to note that accessing developmentally appropriate content on the Internet may be
challenging for parents who lack literacy skills themselves, face barriers due to the digital divide,
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and those who do not have reliable access to the internet at home. Consequently, the research
suggests that these online resources are primarily accessed by parents of higher socioeconomic
status.
Furthermore, despite the full range of reading material available digitally, the proportion
of books physically purchased from retailers still accounts for 75% (Neuman & Moland, 2016).
To fill this gap for those who cannot afford the physical copies of books, community libraries
offer a feasible alternative to purchasing books either in stores or online. Often, however,
considerations for transportation limitations, increased community need versus capacity, as well
as resistance due to fears of potential library fees for overdue books, must be made (Neuman &
Moland, 2016). While library services are necessary and critical to low-SES neighbourhoods, the
authors state that, unless these resources are both easily accessible and plentiful, book reading for
at-risk children becomes more of an occasion, rather than a routine.
Community Programs
Community programs offered during the hours after traditional schooling have a myriad
of benefits for young children, particularly those of low-SES. These programs allow children to
receive personalized attention from caring adults, explore new interests, develop a sense of
belonging, and improve specific skills, resulting in greater academic achievement and school
attendance (Gardner, 2009). Throughout the literature, there is considerable discussion
surrounding these benefits; however, mostly lacking from the research is information about after
school and community programs specifically related to literacy, nor are these programs discussed
in terms of sustainability or accessibility. Little (2007) explores barriers to after school program
participation in general, as part of the Harvard Family Research Project. She reports that “lowincome and minority parents are considerably less likely to report that it is easy to find programs
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that are affordable, run by trustworthy adults, conveniently located, of high-quality, and/or
interesting to their child” (Little, 2007, p. 1). Further, her findings suggest that some of the
greatest barriers faced by families accessing neighbourhood after school programs includes lack
of transportation and childcare for siblings. Additionally, many low-income parents work
evening hours, which poses a challenge for accessing programs; Little (2007) reports that an
estimated 14.3 million children K-12 care for themselves during non-school hours.
The current study sought to explore a “wrap-around” approach to literacy, from an
ecological perspective, examining a variety of environments in which low-SES children engage.
When attempting to understand the impact of families, schools, and neighborhood influences on
at-risk children’s emergent literacy development, a vital source of information would include
such community after school groups and the childcare staff who implement them. To contribute
to existing research in this area of study, it is interesting to explore how these programs, specific
to literacy, may serve to bridge home and school literacy experiences in partnership with
neighbourhood settings.
Conflation of Literacy and ESL Programs
When reviewing the literature on current literacy programs, it is important to note the
conflation of ESL and literacy education, as these two programs and their interventions have
increasingly been merged, frequently due to funding and resource restrictions. Specifically, from
a Canadian cultural perspective, this merge has also been explained to be a result of “citizenship,
nation-building, and political reform” (Fleming et al., 2015, p. 2), due to federal policies
introduced in the 1970s as a response to multiculturism in Canada, associated with increases in
immigration (Fleming et al., 2015). As a result, second language ability is often discussed as if it
were synonymous with literacy, even by policy statements made by the Canadian Council of the
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Federation (2004), which uses the terms interchangeably (Fleming et al., 2015). While these
programs are seemingly similar, they are quite different in terms of their theory and practice, and
their overlap has resulted in several challenges. Shohet (2001) and Miller (2003) both argue that
“this conflation has meant that the heterogeneity of learners’ needs in these contexts is not
addressed at either the administrative or classroom levels and that this situation has detrimental
effects on learning” (Fleming et al., 2015, p.2). Further, Miller (2003) states that the diversion of
ESL funds to literacy (and vice versa) leads to dramatic losses in the intention and effectiveness
of ESL and literacy, respectively.
Murray (2011) states that the complexities of literacy and ESL programs have been
reduced to “their lowest common denominator:” that being the English language (p. 79). When
analyzed individually, their differences become apparent, as supports related to literacy
emphasize mechanical writing skills and comprehension of written text and visual aids, to name
a few, while teaching the English language, however, requires that ESL students transfer skills
and patterns from their first language to the second. Failing to differentiate the goals and
curriculum of each ignores the unique needs of students, and it confuses educational
interventions, programs, and teacher training in both areas.
This is relevant to the current study for several reasons. Firstly, the delineation of these
programs must occur to better meet the diverse needs of students. Secondly, while the
experiences of minority learners are relevant to the current study, to avoid confusion in the
findings and recommendations, literacy programs within various environments are studied,
including but not limited to those explicitly intended for English as Second Language learners.
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Summary of Literature Review
This literature review provides an overview of existing peer-reviewed studies that
demonstrate current understandings of various environments that influence the emergent literacy
development of low-SES children. While the research explored homes, school and childcare
settings, as well as neighbourhoods, most of them did so in isolation. It was evidenced that a
cohesive, seamless approach to emergent literacy, consisting of multiple overlapping
microsystems, is a significant gap in the existing literature. In an effort to explore a wraparound
approach to literacy learning, the theoretical framework for my study is grounded in ecological
systems theory. For consistency, I am interested in gaining the perspectives of Early Childhood
Educators. ECEs are often involved in each of these environments, to some extent, and can
therefor provide insights into the mesosystem interactions between settings that may support or
hinder literacy development amongst low-SES children. In doing so, I hope to contribute to the
existing literature, suggest recommendations for policymakers, as well as address the growing
literacy gap between low-SES children and their high-SES counterparts in Ontario.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Research Framework
This study intends to focus on the perspectives of Early Childhood Educators working in
various childcare settings, including parent and child literacy programs and childcare centers in
disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario. The main theoretical framework for this
study is Urie Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), which
emphasizes the integration of multiple settings in which children engage, and the environmental
factors associated with each that influence development. By exploring a variety of real-world
settings located in low-SES neighbourhoods, and discussing emergent literacy development with
ECEs, novel perspectives are investigated, offering new views and perceptions on the
development of at-risk children. To document and give meaning to the voices and lived
experiences of ECEs working in various settings in low-SES communities, a qualitative
Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) research design is used to gain participants’
perspectives and insights, gathered during a series of one-on-one interviews.
Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis (IPA)
IPA is a contemporary qualitative approach grounded in phenomenology, hermeneutics
and ideography (Miller & Minton, 2016). Hermeneutics refers to the descriptive meaning of
lived experience that makes sense of the phenomenon being studied. Broadly, phenomenology
seeks to assess hermeneutics and the rich details of participants’ experiences that frequently go
unexamined in everyday life. The goal of this is that the researcher actively seeks to make sense
of the participants who are making sense of their experience. Traditional phenomenology
prioritizes similarities of experience amongst a group in general. In contrast, IPA incorporates
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ideography, which is specifically interested in moving away from generalizations, and instead
analyzes a phenomenon from the perspective of individual accounts (Miller & Minton, 2016).
According to Pietkiewicz and Smith (2014), “the intentionality with ideography is to highlight
and give value to each case equally and, subsequently, each participant” (Miller & Minton, 2016,
p. 2). Ideography acknowledges that, while thematically participants may experience parts of the
phenomenon similarly, their interpretations and the differences amongst interpretations provide
greater insight.
Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) appeared to be the most appropriate
approach for this study for a number of reasons. Firstly, IPA is widely recognized as the “most
‘participant-oriented’ qualitative research approach, a research approach that shows respect and
sensitivity to the ‘lived experiences’ of the research participants” (Alase, 2017, p. 10). This was
particularly important to the research as participants recounted sensitive topics such as those
related to poverty and vulnerability. Participants were invited to share stories about their
experiences, some of which elicited strong emotions of sadness, passion, frustration, and
celebrations of success. In addition to encapsulating the first-hand experiences of the research
participants, Creswell (2012) states that it is important that these participants have comparable or
similar lived experience with the phenomenon being studied. As such, the mono-perspective of
ECEs from various educational and community programs located within the same city (Windsor)
was sought. While participants may come from different places of work, their education,
training, duties, and community exposure were mostly the same. This cohesion allowed
participants and I to collectively engage in subjectively “co-constructing” the research findings
based on their experiences (Jeong & Othman, 2016). While all the research participants worked
in early childhood education settings, from an ideographic perspective, their unique
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interpretations of these experiences offer unique insights. More specifically, they may have
similar experiences working as ECEs in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, but their interactions,
responses, and relationships with children, families, and the community may vary dramatically.
This study intended to understand various risk factors to emergent literacy experienced
by low-SES children from disadvantaged neighborhoods. As a researcher, it is paramount to
acknowledge that I have not spent a significant amount of time working or living in these
environments; as such, I recognize my limitation in understanding the experiences of those who
do. Alase (2017) explains that IPA actually requires that the researcher avoid relying on their
own personalities, as biases may jeopardize the goal and integrity of the study. As a result, it was
necessary to the research that the experiences and the voices of those working and engaging in
these communities be reflected in the research findings.
Research Design
The data was collected in the form of open-ended questions, woven into authentic
conversations during semi-structured interviews, conducted in February 2021, with 6 ECEs who
work or had worked for at least one year in early childhood education settings located in lowSES neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario.
The interview questions for this study asked ECEs to reflect on their role working in
various early learning environments with at-risk children and their families, situated in
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. By exploring their role in the community, in relation to emergent
literacy development, needs of the community became apparent and inadequacies related to
literacy were discussed. Participants were also asked to explain how they perceive their role in
relation to the schools, childcare centres, and families within the neighbourhood, to understand
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these settings and the cohesiveness or fragmentation amongst them in terms of their literacy
pedagogy and curriculum.
Research Site/Participants
In January 2021, a Facebook study page was created with a study flyer indicating the
nature of the study and requesting participation from local Early Childhood Educators working
in low-SES neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario. The Facebook study page was frequently
updated with information pertaining to the study and requests for participation. The Facebook
study page was shared, and the posts were commented on, thus generating interest and attracting
eligible participants. Willing participants expressed interest by email and participation was
confirmed in the same manner. Upon confirming interest, participants were asked to select an
interview date in early February, to be conducted virtually on the video conferencing platform,
Microsoft Teams. All interviews were conducted virtually due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
which prohibited non-essential in-person meetings.
Due to the level of computer literacy required and specific criteria that asked participants
to use Microsoft Teams (to fulfill online privacy considerations), a small sample size of 6-8
ECEs was expected. Participants required a minimum of one-year experience working in a
childcare or family learning setting in a low-SES community in Windsor, Ontario, as defined by
the United Way.
According to Creswell (2012), participants have the right to gain something from
engaging in a study; therefore, researchers must find ways to “give back” to participants who
have freely provided their time. To compensate volunteers for their participation, a $20.00 Indigo
gift card was provided, paid for by myself as the researcher. While researchers may choose
participants, who are available in intact groups that can be easily studied, it was in this case more
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suitable to specifically select those who volunteered to be involved, as I have chosen Interpretive
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA), which relies on the authenticity and reflectiveness of
experience. While only 6 ECEs volunteered to participate, their interest in volunteering increased
the likelihood that these individuals were more eager and confident in sharing their expertise and
insights. Pseudonyms have been used throughout in order to protect the identity of participants.
Participant A: Bianca
Bianca has worked in childcare for 12 years and currently works at a settlement agency
for newcomers to Canada. In her role as a childcare lead, she provides short-term care for
children whose parents are engaging in services offered at the centre.
Participant B: Steph
Steph is a Registered Early Childhood Educator (RECE) and has worked in the field for
25 years. She previously worked at a ministry-funded child and family program, located in
Windsor, Ontario, wherein parents and children from birth to six years old attend programs
together.
Participant C: Tina
Tina is an RECE who has worked for 2.5 years in an early years family centre located in
Windsor, Ontario, which provides programs to children birth to six years old. In addition to
providing programs for children, they also offer support services to parents as well, including a
family literacy drop-in centre which operates once a week.
Participant D: Jaclyn
Jaclyn has worked in childcare for 12 years and currently works at a settlement agency in
Windsor, Ontario, as a supervisor. In her role, she works with a team of RECEs, communicating
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with parents and overseeing programs within the children and family’s services department.
Participant E: Heather
Heather has worked in childcare for 15 years as an RECE and has also taught Early
Childhood Education to ECE candidates. She is currently the manager of a ministry-funded child
and family program, supporting families with children birth to six years, in Windsor, Ontario.
Participant F: Rachel
Rachel is an RECE who worked for almost 6 years as a facilitator at a ministry-funded
child and family program located in Windsor, Ontario, providing programs to children from birth
to six years as well as their parents. Rachel explained that families accessing programs from her
centre were largely those of low-SES with very diverse needs, including those associated with
child protective services, court-order agreements, community housing, women’s shelters, and
immigration services.
Data Collection and Analysis
Data was collected by conducting virtual semi-structured interviews. As an individual
who has experienced a level of childhood poverty myself, reflexivity was an important element
of the study. According to Creswell, reflexivity refers to the reflecting process researchers
engage in, to identify their own biases, values, and judgements. Interview questions guided
discussions, to facilitate the provocation of stories, thoughts, and feelings initiated by the
interviewees, and related to emergent literacy learning amongst low-SES children and their
perceptions on limitations or assets within the community. This included those insights related to
their centre or classroom, as well as those they perceived in other settings in the community such
as libraries and schools.
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Interviews were scheduled at the convenience of participants, who were encouraged to
download the Microsoft Teams application if they were using a personal device, or to open an
“incognito” tab on Google Chrome if they were on a public or workplace computer. Additionally,
I requested that participants provide a personal email, unrelated to their workplace for privacy
purposes; this email was used for the Microsoft Teams meeting invitation. Participants were
instructed to keep their camera off while logging into the Teams meeting.
The Microsoft Teams app was pre-downloaded and accessed via the lead researcher’s
University of Windsor Microsoft Outlook account to lower potential security risks. Using this
program, recordings and transcriptions were saved to the University of Windsor Cloud, which is
stored locally for greater security. The Microsoft Teams platform automatically generates
transcripts from audio recordings, via Microsoft Stream. These transcripts were downloaded
thereby allowing the lead researcher to eliminate voice from the data (therefore de-identifying
the data). Each semi-structured interview was scheduled for 45 minutes; however, interviews
lasted between 35 minutes to 80 minutes, depending on participants’ responses. During interview
recording, I simultaneously took brief notes to ensure a back-up to recordings, in the event of a
malfunction or difficulties arising while using the online platform.
During an IPA study, the researcher seeks to capture and do justice to participants’
experiences to learn about a particular phenomenon. According to Smith and Osborn (2015),
those meanings are not “transparently available – they must be obtained through a sustained
engagement with the text and a process of interpretation” (p. 66). Rather than generalizing
research findings, IPA requires an analysis utilizing a case-by-case ideographic approach. As
such, I carefully analyzed each interview individually upon completion of the study. This
entailed reviewing transcripts and recordings a number of times and conducting annotations
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concurrently. In doing so, I made note of commonalties in experiences described by participants
across multiple interviews, as well as reflected on overarching themes. Additionally, an
ideographic approach encompassed in IPA emphasizes the importance of individual experience.
So, it was equally as important that perspectives unique to certain participants be highlighted as
well for significance. Smith et al. (2009) propose a step-by-step model to assist researchers in the
IPA process, which I used to guide me in conducting my analysis of the research (Table 1).
Step 1: Reading and re-reading
Step 2: Initial noting (descriptive/linguistic/conceptual) comments
Step 3: Developing emergent themes
Step 4: Searching for connections across emergent themes
Step 5: Moving to the next case
Step 6: Looking for patterns across cases
Table 1: Steps for conducting Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis (Smith et al., 2009, p. 82107).
My final analysis of the data entailed developing a narrative account that provides a
detailed description of the study and encompasses participants’ authentic portrayals of their
experiences. In doing so, I classified the information for the reader by discussing emergent
themes and providing interpretations of the findings in light of current literature and theoretical
perspectives. Further, a reflection on initial research questions as well as implications for policy
adjustment and further research are explored, as well as the limitations of the study.
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Ethical Considerations
In adherence to an IPA approach, personal experiences were essential to the intent and
purpose of the study. Participants were asked a number of questions that related to their feelings
and experiences within the community in which they work, their center and the resources it
provides, as well as their relationships with other settings, such as homes and schools within the
community. Responses were varied in nature, and vulnerabilities associated with SES arose in
conversation. Acknowledging and reflecting on my positionality was inherent to the research, not
as a means of obtaining objectivity but instead a process utilized to describe my own contributions
to the understanding (Kirn et al. 2017). Lastly, all discriminatory and oppressive language was
conscientiously avoided.
The research proposal received approval from the University of Windsor’s Research
Ethics Board (Appendix C) and was conducted according to the principles stated in the TriCouncil Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct of Research Involving Humans. Willing participants
responded to a Facebook study page flyer by email, which I replied to with a detailed Letter of
Information. Following confirmation of willingness to participate, I requested that participants
provide a personal email, unrelated to their workplace for privacy purposes, which the Microsoft
Teams meeting invitation was sent to. Prior to each scheduled Microsoft Teams meeting,
participants were emailed a copy of the Letter of Information and Consent Form for participation
and audio recording (Appendix D), which provided greater detail on the purpose of the study,
procedures, potential risks, compensation, audio-recording procedures and protections, as well as
confidentiality agreements. Participants had as much time as necessary to read over and review
the document; signed copies were electronically sent back to me, prior to sending the Microsoft
Teams interview meeting invitation.
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Participants were encouraged to download the Microsoft Teams app if they were using a
personal device, or to open an “incognito” tab on Google Chrome if they were on a public or
workplace computer. Once interviews were completed, interview transcriptions that are
automatically generated by Microsoft Stream’s speech-to-text software were reviewed, verified,
and shared with participants for member-checking for accuracy and authenticity. Once each
participant reviewed the transcripts, revised versions were signed and emailed back.
Limitations and Delimitations
While an IPA method to the qualitative research allowed for open conversation and
participant-guided discussions, several limitations and delimitations still remain.
Limitations
This study sought to understand the various environmental factors that influence the
literacy development of low-SES children in Windsor, Ontario. The study did not seek to make
generalizations but rather to explore and analyze ECEs’ personal accounts. With this in mind, it
is important to note that other communities and neighbourhoods within and outside of Windsor,
Ontario may have entirely different experiences. Likewise, other ECEs and educational
professionals may interpret these environments much differently than ECEs have outlined here.
Furthermore, depending on the day in which each interview occurred, participants’ responses
may be influenced or convoluted by daily events. This will provide a snapshot of ECEs
experience which is dependent on conditions occurring during that time. For instance, the recent
COVID-19 pandemic may have influenced ECE perceptions of literacy program cohesion or
neighbourhood challenges, due to virtual delivery of services.
While this study seeks to interview ECEs working in disadvantaged neighborhoods, in
order to understand challenges faced by low-SES children in acquiring literacy skills, accessing
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this population may have been a limitation of the study. ECEs directly exposed to these
environments may find participation challenging due to constraints of time or prioritization of
the proposed study over practical needs within the site. Lastly, as an Early Childhood Education
graduate myself, participants may have felt inclined to respond in a manner that avoids any
negative reflections on the profession or their particular work place. This leads to the limitation
of social desirability; ECEs may have responded within the confines of social and political
correctness.
Delimitations
The first delimitation is the choice of problem itself, as there are other related problems
associated with literacy that could have been chosen but were omitted. For instance, while this
study seeks to understand emergent literacy and the effects of low-SES on literacy development,
experiences specifically related to ESL were not the main focus of the proposed study, due to
limitations of time and issues of conflation between ESL and literacy programs. While
challenges related to English Language Learning and recent immigrant statuses were intertwined
in the study, this was not the central focus.
A second major delimitation of the study is the population of interest for the study and
the omittance of certain populations, such as teachers and parents. While it is evidenced in the
research that these individuals have valuable insights on emergent literacy, ECEs were the
population of interest, due to their involvement across literacy settings. ECEs have greater
exposure to home literacy environments (HLEs) due to their diverse and extensive interactions
with parents, such as through parent-child programs and the omittance of bussing, otherwise
available in schools; therefore, these individuals engage with parents and families daily. Further,
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their programs operate within or in collaboration with community centers that reflect the
neighborhood, as well as in childcare centres and schools.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
The purpose of this qualitative study is to understand the various environmental microand meso-systems that affect the construction of emergent literacy amongst low-SES children
from disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario, from the perspective of ECEs who
work directly in these environments. The participants in the study included six ECEs from
Windsor, Ontario, who each engaged in a one-time semi-structured interview. The research
questions are as follows:
1. What environmental risk factors do low-SES children from disadvantaged
neighbourhoods in Windsor, Ontario face, particularly in their literacy acquisition?
Sub questions:
•

What are the existing community literacy assets, and what are the identifiable
gaps in programs and services in Windsor, Ontario?

•

How do ECEs perceive the relationships between existing literacy environments
including homes, schools/childcare centres, and their respective neighbourhoods?

In order to answer these questions, participants engaged in qualitative semi-structured
interviews and responded to open-ended questions. Qualitative research searches for meaning in
lived experience by describing social phenomena. Further, Interpretative Phenomenological
Analysis was employed to make meaning of ECEs’ experiences case by case and to establish
common themes. These themes were developed based on the recurrence of codes prevalent in the
interview transcripts. To develop these codes, I looked for evidence of Ecological Systems
Theory, particularly noting literacy influences and relationships amongst environments, such as
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homes, schools, childcare centres, and neighborhoods. These codes were then developed into
categories which were further developed into themes. The following themes emerged from the
interview transcripts, guided by the literature and research questions: 1) Program Resources, 2)
Relationship Building, 3) Family Vulnerability, and 4) Asset vs. Deficit Models to Literacy
Learning. These themes explore the diverse and unique community assets and gaps affecting
literacy learning, experienced by low-SES children in Windsor, Ontario.
Program Resources
Findings from interviews indicated that resources necessary to meet the diverse literacy
learning needs of low-SES communities were heavily influenced by ECEs’ access to materials,
the availability of funding, and the development of local partnerships.
Access to Literacy Materials
Neuman and Celano (2001) claim that discrepancies exist between childcare centres of
low- and high-SES, indicating that those of low-SES lack a variety of books, or have books that
are poorly maintained or inappropriate for the ages of the children attending the centre. This,
however, was not supported by participants, who unanimously noted abundant literacy resources
such as books, writing and drawing utensils, as well as multi-lingual labels dispersed throughout
their classrooms. Heather explained that her site’s budget allowed for plentiful resources to be
routinely purchased; as a result, she stated, “we have a beautiful library area in the room with
more books than I could ever use. We have books for babies, we have books for older children,
we (also) have bilingual books.” This was shared amongst participants who confirmed that
literacy resources in the form of reading materials and book centres were in no shortage at their
sites, many of which also received book donations. This is an asset these programs offer to local
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children and families, markedly contradicting characterizations of these neighbourhoods as book
deserts.
Funding
While discussing the availability of books and other learning resources available to
ECEs, common themes emerged regarding funding. Although budgets allowed for the purchase
of most materials, ECEs noted funding limitations when trying to meet larger community needs
specifically facing low-SES neighbourhoods.
Rachel explained that each provincially funded early-years site is allocated funding on an
“egalitarian basis,” regardless of the individual needs of the community. She stated, “We used
the funding we had, and we found as many freebees as we could” to make up for discrepancies.
Ontario’s Children’s Services is funded by two main sources: The Province of Ontario (Ministry
of Education) and the City of Ottawa. This funding is allocated towards EarlyON Child and
Family Centres, Municipal Child Care Centres, and other municipal funding for licensed service
providers to name a few. According to Children’s Services’ budget and funding summary,
General Operating (GO) funding is “intended to decrease wait times and fees for services,
stabilize service levels and increase access to high-quality affordable early learning and child
care services” (p. 33). The base funding component of GO Funding is “distributed equitably to
licensed childcare service providers based on licensed capacity and weighted by age group” (p.
33). It is noteworthy here that the criteria for equitable funding omits factors such as the
demographic makeup of the population each childcare centre serves, which highly impacts
equitable access to affordable childcare (Japel & Friendly, 2018).
It was commonly noted amongst participants that many of these centres were in high
demand, due to the large need for subsidized programming in their respective communities;
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however, staffing limitations, wait lists, and strict eligibility criteria left many families unable to
attend. These funding challenges are noted in Japel and Friendly’s (2018) research on childcare
in Canada. Their findings explain that “subsidies are rationed, with many approved parents
unable to secure a fee subsidy, and municipalities maintain waiting lists of subsidy-eligible
parents” (p. 31). Furthermore, participants explained that there was pressure from community
members to meet diverse needs that were beyond the scope of their programming and funding,
such as those related to food insecurity and homelessness. A common theme amongst
participants was that, while each of them felt that their centre was accessible in the literal sense,
meaning that it was on a bus route or main street, funding and program restrictions made them
inaccessible to many. Further, the lack of accessibility and availability of other critical supports
in the community put increased pressure on their centres. As such, although funding may be
equally distributed, a more equitable method of resource allocation may be better suited.
Jaclyn stated that as a settlement agency, the site she works for can only provide
programming to permanent residents or refugees; once participants become Canadian citizens,
they are no longer eligible for services. She explained “we do provide services to only permanent
residents and refugees. So once our own clients become Canadian citizens, they are no longer
eligible for services”. When asked if this ever poses challenges, she stated that there were times
where families in the community would request access to their site’s literacy and language
services; however, eligibility criteria are based on the capacity of their funding; she stated, “they
tell us who we’re able to offer our services to, and unfortunately sometimes we’re not (able to)
… so we just redirect those families basically”. Despite this limitation, she emphasized that they
are “happy to offer (families) different services and guide them to where they can receive them.”
This was reiterated by Steph, who termed this a “no with a yes.” In addition to children’s and
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family programming, Steph’s centre offers numerous additional resources, including a foodbank
for families. Due to high rates of poverty in the neighbourhood her centre is located in, several
residents attempt to come to her centre to seek food donations independently; however, her
centre could only provide this support to parents with children. In an attempt to meet the needs of
the larger community, herself and her colleagues created and translated a list of agencies
residents could be redirected to, in order to access food. Steph mentioned however that, at times,
additional tasks such as this happened “on the down-low.”
Participants explained that, because low-SES communities lack necessary supports to
address the diverse needs of residents, early learning and childcare sites become the “go to” for
additional support and guidance. Steph provided an example of a mother who came to the ECEs
seeking help navigating the healthcare system. She stated, “I remember having a situation with a
mother who had an ultrasound. She had to change the appointment, but English was not her first
language, and she had no literacy. To us, this sounds like such an easy thing to do, but for her, it
was so challenging.” This example highlights not only the diverse needs ECEs are attempting to
support, but also the profound challenges with literacy that families face, extending beyond
education but to basic needs such as healthcare.
Steph further explained that limitations with staffing led to families, who were in fact
eligible to attend her centre, to be turned away. This is an evident trend across Ontario, as Japel
and Friendly (2018) explain that there are currently more than 15,000 qualified children on the
Toronto childcare subsidy waiting list. A quality of many low-SES and minority families, Steph
explained, is that many are “quite large with upwards of 10 children”. This was described as a
vulnerability for low-SES families due to limited resources being shared amongst many children.
If each family had 6 children for example, Steph explained that they could only serve 3 families
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in total at a time, due to capacity and staffing restrictions. This was furthered by Heather whose
center only had 2 ECEs working in it: herself and her partner. She explained that other programs
with greater funding could allocate funds specifically to staff who can organize literacy
initiatives and parent workshops; however, this is not feasible for them due to funding. She
explained,
The manager and then (name of ECE partner) is the ECE in the room, which I am as well,
but I’m also the manager. We don’t have like other centres who have a person who does
parent workshops, a person who does this and the person who does that. We’re the people
who do all of that, but I think everybody is doing the best they can.
Heather further stated, “I could take 30 people in the room and once I hit 30, the flag went upwe were full.” This exemplifies Lerner’s (2006) argument that many low-SES communities face
a lack of human resources. Due to such limitations, participants noted that accessing literacy
programing was, at times, challenging and their reach in the community restricted. In an effort to
expand their reach, ECEs emphasized the importance of developing and leveraging external
partnerships to compensate for such lacks, thus maximizing on human resources in the
community.
Community Partnerships
Most participants credited partnerships for being one of the primary reasons they could
offer quality programming, despite limited budgets. It was emphasized amongst participants that
partnerships were critical to serving disadvantaged neighbourhoods, due to the diverse needs of
the families participating in their programs. This is discussed by McLeod and Nelson (2000)
whose findings suggest that “multi-systemic family support programmes, providing multiple
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services to children and families whenever needed and using empowerment methods such as
self-help groups, were far more effective” than mono-systemic programs (p. 26).
Participants introduced, however, the challenge of sustainability. They explained that, in
many instances, pre-arranged multi-systemic partnerships suffered from inconsistencies due to
the lingering threat of funding cuts. Bianca explained, “Sometimes we have partnerships, but it
doesn’t happen very often. We used to partner with the library and have one of the librarians visit
our site once a month, but unfortunately this program has been cut”. Similarly, Heather stated
that, while her site was not in walking distance to a library, many families without their own
vehicles would access a mobile library that would visit her site once a week. She stated however
that this program was similarly terminated. Steph mentioned as well that while her centre did not
offer language classes for parents, two partnering organizations in the community did; however,
“both had childcare availability, but it was based on whether or not they had a waitlist.”
According to a report by The Institute for the Advancement of Public Policy on adult literacy
programs in Newfoundland (2001), it was found that, while linkages among providers and other
organizations were assets to the community, “key concerns of providers are the lack of sustained
funding, which leads to uncertainty for staff and participants, undermines the credibility of
programs, and impacts participation levels” (p. iv).
In order to compensate for this lack, interviewees noted that in many instances,
partnerships were created and sustained by ECEs themselves, independent of their particular site.
Oftentimes, personal relationships with community partners, former colleagues, and friends in
the neighbourhood were the source of these connections, sought out by ECEs. During interviews,
both Rachel and Heather distinctly identified the importance of surrounding low-SES families
with a “hub” of services, ranging from clothing exchanges, legal aid, and food donations. Once
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these needs were met, Rachel explained that literacy learning was then possible. She further
noted that these additional services were arranged by ECEs, “a lot of this was done on our own
time, with our own resources.” This also included professional development and additional
education to better support vulnerable populations, including trauma-informed training that both
Rachel and Steph sought out. Steph explained how her centre partnered with a similar centre five
minutes away; they ran a morning program and hers ran in the afternoon. On their own time,
Steph and her colleagues met up with the ECEs from the partnering site to collaborate: “we
ended up being able to meet up with them and we were able to work together, so for example, if
we had a Christmas party, we would run them on different days so that everybody could access
as much as possible in the neighbourhood.” In doing so, Steph explained that they avoided the
duplication of programs and collaborated on dates for program delivery. Similarly, Heather
partnered with a local church that was well-known in the community. She stressed the
importance of collaboration over competition: “if they’re doing a program, we’re not going to do
another program on top of it… we encourage parents to go.” Rachel noted that collaboration is
important, as it allows resources to be pooled between centres, thereby supporting more families.
(They were) our feeder school, so we would talk to the Facilitator at the (childcare centre)
that operated there. Now we wouldn’t get together but over the phone we would problem
solve if there was an issue… We tried to harmonize programming with them so if they
had a program going on in the morning, we would do a program in the afternoon so we
wouldn’t take away from each other.
She recalled that the ECE at the childcare centre (operating out of the school), was surprised to
hear from her when she called to collaborate. “I almost think she fell off her chair because it was
like, ‘you’re asking my opinion? We were like, ‘of course we are! We share families and you’re
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in touch with the school. So, these are our resources, what do you think about this?’”. While the
school-based childcare centre became an ongoing partnership in Rachel’s case, it is important to
note that this is not common, according to interviewees. Heather noted that communication with
neighbourhood schools was sparse, and Jaclyn described schools as a partnership they value;
however, they would identify them as their “own separate entity.” Additionally, Steph mentioned
that there is no formal connection between themselves and schools; however, deciphering report
cards and IEPs for families involved in the school system was common. The division between
school FDK and ECE programs in communities has a long history, as mentioned by Friendly
(2008), who explains that kindergarten and childcare is a “division that persists in policy,
administration and programming to this day” (p. 42). Such divisions pose challenges for lowSES families, particularly those whose children need additional learning supports, and those
requiring IEPs.
While discussing IEPs and children with various learning challenges, participants noted
that several partnerships were critical to early identification and intervention, which was an
important resource that early childhood education centres offered families. When local children
show signs of language delays, a Windsor-based program will send a representative to the
childcare or family learning center to work with the child and develop a plan for support
alongside the ECE and the family. Each ECE who discussed this program highlighted the
benefits it offers children and their families, as well as the excellent rapport they have built
within the community. When asked how this program transfers over to the school system once a
child enters elementary school, participants unanimously responded that it actually does not
transfer. Heather explained, “when (children) get to school, everything changes- now it’s the
Board of Education… everything changes and the schools want to use their own resources…
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there’s not enough funding, there’s not enough workers to go around. So, the kids (in school) are
waiting longer”. These waitlists are explored in a 2016 report analyzing challenges in accessing
Special Education and related services in publicly funded schools in Ontario. The researchers’
findings indicate that,
School boards provide psycho-educational assessments to help identify the learning needs
of a student, however, wait lists for this service are often over a year long. Parents can
obtain private psycho-educational assessments to provide to the school, however, these
are costly if a parent does not have an employer benefit plan to cover the cost. (Horizon
Education, 2016, p. 3)
As such, if a parent cannot afford a private assessment for their child, they must wait to receive
additional support; thus, widening the gap between children in low- and high-SES families.
Additionally, participants noted that the centre is not involved in the transfer of
information or services a child or family was previously receiving in the early years/childcare
site. When asked how elementary teachers will know what supports a child was receiving or their
individual needs, they explained that this becomes the parents’ responsibility to articulate to the
teacher or the school principal. This appears to be a gap, as the research has noted the challenges
low-SES families face when discussing their child’s learning with a teacher, due to deficit
models and attitudes towards low-SES families in the education system, as explained by Hands
(2012). If parents do not feel comfortable discussing their child’s learning with a teacher, and
interventions introduced in the early years are not permitted to communicate with the school,
their child may not receive the necessary literacy interventions early, thus increasing their chance
of reading failure.
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Relationships
ECEs explained the numerous ways they built trusting and ongoing relationships with
parents and communities, as well as amongst community members. Participants attributed
relationship building as a critical component to successful literacy programming in low-SES
communities, wherein citizens often experience disorder at the neighbourhood level, and feelings
of disconnection from their community. According to Foster et al. (2017), “Connectedness is
defined as the degree to which individuals or groups are socially close, interrelated, or share
resources… Connectedness has the potential to be a target of interventions designed to increase
protective factors for youth” (p. 1). As such, relationship building is emphasized as an important
asset to supporting the emergent literacy needs of low-SES communities.
ECE-Parent Relationships
Interviewees explained that it was common for low-SES parents to feel disconnected
from teachers, social supports, and the community as a whole, which correlates to research by
both Peterson and Heywood (2007) and Hands (2012) who explain that families often feel
inferior to educational professionals. It is interesting to note, however, the differences in how
parents perceive teachers and ECEs, despite seemingly similar roles. Participants emphasized
that this was due to the time and effort they dedicated to fostering relationships with parents, thus
altering their preconceived ideas of educators. Rachel stressed that the classroom had to feel
relaxed, with a “no pressure kind of informal” tone. She said that parents come to her for advice
like a “big sister or a mother”. When asked to elaborate on her role at her centre, Heather
explained that she sees herself as far more than an educator.
When I think of my role, I think of role model. I think of mentor. I think of teacher, but
teacher isn’t the first thing that comes to my mind to be honest, even though that’s what I
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am. I think that the parents see me more as a friend, as a helper, as a listener, and as an
advocate for them… it’s a shoulder to cry on. Sometimes it’s someone just to listen to
them. I have my ECE, I’m not a social worker, I’m not a counselor, but I’ll tell you, I do
a lot of that stuff too.
Likewise, Tina characterized this relationship as a “partnership”. She said that the goal is for
“(parents) to feel that they belong in our centre. We are there to communicate with each other
and share knowledge and experience.” She further connected this feeling of belonging to literacy
and language learning. She noted that the more trust that is built, the more opportunities there
will be for this learning to occur; Jaclyn echoed this point as well, noting that “those trusting
relationships are just so incredibly important.” She added that her centre specifically hires ECEs
who were once newcomers themselves, in order to bridge the gap between ECE and family, as
the demographic her centre supports are exclusively recent immigrants. She claims that this helps
develop trust, as the ECEs have “similar relationships and similar experiences… it’s very
relatable, which is really nice.” Steph mentioned as well that she and her ECE partners “become
‘their people.’” She characterized her centre as a “bubble of support” and concluded by
explaining that “if we can support the family, we’re going to have way more levity for them to
be able to learn literacy… we were able to do some really dynamic programming because they
trust us.” This is supported by Doyle and Zhang (2011) whose research points to a need for
educational programs in low-SES communities to foster “non-intimidating” environments.
While discussing children with learning challenges, Rachel explained that some families
who had younger children in their programs would come to the centre to ask questions about
their school-aged child’s IEPs, even though their older child was not enrolled in the early years
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program. When asked to elaborate on why some parents went to their younger child’s ECE rather
than the schools themselves, Rachel explained that,
Professionals like teachers are seen as professionals and you don’t want to question a
professional… so the ‘yes-ing’ or ‘no-ing’ in front of a professional either makes (the
parent) look disrespectful that they’re questioning (the teacher), or it makes them look
like they don’t understand.
Jaclyn explained that one of the challenges newcomer families specifically face are cultural
perspectives on learning exceptionalities. This was furthered by Steph who claimed that IEPs are
a source of fear and stress for many low-SES families, for a number of reasons. She recalled one
father who came to her centre seeking help to understand his school-age child’s IEP because he
thought the school “was telling him his daughter was stupid, which was not what they were
saying at all.” Jaclyn added that it is important for educators to take the “negative connotation
out of receiving additional support and services” so that all children can get the help they need.
Relationships Among Neighbours
Participants consistently mentioned that the neighbourhoods their childcare and family
centers were located in faced a great deal of disorder, in the form of crime, addiction, and
poverty, which posed challenges for literacy learning, specifically due to compounding
distractions and traumas. Nieuwenhuis and Hooimeijer’s (2016) theory of contagion was
prevalent amongst participant responses. When literacy was lacking amongst the community and
other challenges were the prevailing focus, literacy learning was nearly, if not entirely,
impossible. Steph explained that safety issues posed challenges for programming; mere daily
activities like taking the children outside to the playground required that she check for signs of
social disorder, in the form of discarded needles. Rachel recalled one summer wherein three
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people from the neighbourhood were murdered, and on their way to the childcare site, several
children and families observed the crime scene. As a result of this experience, trauma and
insomnia amongst parents was pervasive, thus distracting them from standard early years
curriculum; “the whole focus of ABCs and 123s was not our focus- that is supposed to be our
focus, but when you’re dealing with this challenge, you can’t,” explained Rachel. Additionally,
she explained that lacking resources in the community led to parents arguing over basic needs,
such as food. “We’ve had parents fight over the resources… they were fighting over the
vegetables.” She thus recounted that the role of the ECE additionally extended to being
mediators and problem-solvers within these neighbourhoods, dividing resources as well as
mitigating conflict related to racism and bullying. As a result of the interventions put in place
and the environment they created, she explained that greater cohesion was thus achieved.
Tina noted that finding commonalities amongst residents is important, as families can be
incredible support systems for each other. As an ECE working with a high population of recent
immigrants, she explained that many of the families at her centre are here in Windsor on their
own- many do not have extended family in the country. She said that being a part of these
centres can “open the opportunity to get to know other families and support each other.”
Similarly, Jaclyn added that child and family centres can allow parents to bond with one another
and Bianca explained that, in her centre, the families are in English classes together wherein they
“get to know each other and they form friendships.” As a result, these centres have become a
source of community order, which is otherwise lacking. As described in the literature, greater
order creates an environment conducive to literacy learning (Nieuwenhuis & Hooimeijer, 2016).
For ESL children and families as well, Bianca explained that her centre brings individuals from
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similar countries and cultures together; as a result, they support each other in their and their
children’s literacy learning by providing translations and the exchange of learning materials.
While many of the ECEs explained the disorder experienced in their communities,
Heather contended that her centre, due to its low-SES status, “gets a bad rap- it has a stigma
attached to it.” However, she explained that her community and others similar to her own are
actually more family-oriented than many outside residents expect; she argued that these
communities have a unique form of community order that may just seem different than those of
higher-SES. She detailed that, while there are disagreements and arguments on occasion, there is
an overwhelming sense of “camaraderie”. Many of the ECEs interviewed mentioned that, while
their childcare sites were located in low-SES neighbourhoods, they are open to families across
Windsor-Essex County, without borders. Heather shared that she believed this to be an asset as
“everyone meshes together and people that have more, help (people) who don’t.” As such, forms
of social, cultural, and economic capital are shared within these sites; this contrasts the
boundaries of publicly funded schools, which are determined by district.
Rachel explained that the bonds formed within childcare sites in low-SES communities
not only bridge connections between those of low-, middle-, and upper-income levels, but also
bridge connections amongst those of different cultures and languages. She recounted a story of
two grandparents who attended her child and family learning centre with their grandchildren.
Neither of the women spoke English; one spoke Arabic and the other Mandarin. Although they
could not speak to each other in the traditional sense, they found ways to use body language and
sign language to communicate. This extended beyond the childcare center and into the
community. Rachel further noted that she and her ECE partners would “find (families) talking
when we drove through the neighbourhood… They would see each other in the park, and they
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would talk and share.” As a result, exchanging clothes and recipes became part of the culture at
her centre “cross-culture and cross-language- they were so cohesive, and it was just lovely.” A
further example she provided was an emerging interest that developed within the center,
calligraphy. To engage participants in reading and writing, calligraphy became a tool for
reaching multiple cultures through a single lesson. Rachel knew how to do calligraphy and when
she shared this with the families, a parent at the center joined in, making a connection to her
Chinese culture. Rachel explained that this “exploded in the family’s homes.” Connections were
then made with other cultures, such as Arabic families who then shared their own versions of
calligraphy from their culture. Rachel enthused that it was then that “you could tell in a real meat
and potatoes way that these conversations are happening” in the community. This is highly
relevant to the research, as interviewees thereby suggest that childcare centres served as an
environment that compensated for risks associated with the neighborhood environment (disorder,
violence, and poverty), as well as the home environment (hunger and lack of extended family
support).
Family Vulnerability
Varying barriers to literacy associated with the HLE were reiterated by ECEs,
specifically making note of parents’ own understandings and levels of literacy, competing
priorities, and parents’ mental health challenges.
Parents’ Understandings of Literacy
The literature asserts that literacy learning for low-SES families is largely impacted by
parent literacy levels, as noted by Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007), and Segal and MartinChang (2018). This is confirmed by Heather, who explained that at her centre, many of the
parents who attend programs had “low education or no education”, which she identified as a
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“roadblock” for many. Tina similarly added that, “a lot of those early literacy skills are not being
or may not be developed as much because parents just do not have the required knowledge.”
Participants unanimously mentioned that a parent’s low literacy level made it difficult for them
to directly support their children’s literacy; however, Rachel noted that, in addition to parents
struggling to read and write with their children, these challenges are further exacerbated when
parents try to seek support. She explained that some parents at her childcare site could not read
or write in any language; merely reading street signs was impossible and so accessing literacy
resources outside the neighbourhood was very challenging. Tina added that parents are “eager to
learn but sometimes it’s just even those simple things- they may not know where to learn.”
Participants also emphasized that cultural understandings of literacy and the education
system as a whole greatly impacted literacy learning. Jaclyn explained, “I think that for our
families, our education system in terms of literacy is very different than many other countries. In
terms of lack of education, I would say that parents understand the value of education but maybe
it could be due to their home country, maybe they didn’t have access to education…” Bianca
discussed similar encounters at her centre, stating,
Some parents didn’t have the opportunity to even go to school. One family I was recently
talking to, they told me that there were six children in their family. They came from Syria
and only one brother in that family was able to get an education because (that) was how
much the parents could afford; they could only educate one of the siblings, so the others
had to go work when they were 12.
Steph added that cultural differences also have the potential to delay or inhibit the involvement
of various supports and early interventions for learning challenges, which are viewed “as
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something very negative.” She explained that IEPs and other supports are highly stigmatized in
some cultures, which may result in some children failing to receive the support they need.
A point that was heavily mentioned in interviews but largely lacking in the literature was
ECEs discussions of parents’ efforts to support their children’s literacy, despite the literacy
challenges they themselves experience. Participants all described the effort of parents in different
ways. Heather mentioned that the literacy level of the parent was not as important as their
understanding of and interest in their child’s literacy learning. She noted that modeling for
parents is crucial and while “they’re not going to say emergent literacy, they’re not even going to
use the word literacy, it doesn’t matter because they’re getting it.” Tina added that parents
consistently express interest in “gaining further knowledge on how to better engage with their
children” as well as participate in the neighbourhood lending library.
Despite this interest in engagement, Steph mentioned that, while parents were interested
in attending the program, when they tried to visit the local library as part of their programming,
parents “weren’t overly interested” in attending. As she explained this further, it is important to
note that this was not due to a lack of concern or interest in their child’s literacy, but rather due
to feelings of discomfort in this environment. When programs were offered in the childcare site,
she expressed that families “absolutely loved it,” particularly when the ECEs at her centre began
offering a reading program for parents. Rachel echoed this point as well; when her site began
offering a literacy program for parents, she explained that it was not successful, largely because
the teacher that was hired was “too traditional”. From these accounts, it is noteworthy to mention
correlations between parents’ comfort levels and engagement: when parents were in an
environment in which they were relaxed, with professionals they trust, greater parent
engagement with literacy learning was achieved.
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Competing Priorities
Research participants unanimously reported that the greatest threat to low-SES children’s
literacy learning is competing priorities parents are faced with, which tend to take precedence
over explicit in-home literacy instruction, such as reading together. While participants explained
that low-SES parents face a number of intersecting challenges, it was noted that the prioritization
of children’s literacy learning most heavily falls on mothers.
Green et al. (2009), explain that a child’s literacy learning is primarily influenced by the
mother’s education level; however, little explanation is provided to rationalize this nature versus
nurture phenomenon. ECEs challenge this notion by pointing to systematic inequalities amongst
genders that unfairly place blame or pressure on mothers for their child’s literacy level, largely
influenced by cultural and gender norms. Firstly, the ratio of mothers compared to fathers was
largely skewed in participants’ stories and examples. Despite programs being offered to all
genders, several participants noted that attending educational programs with their children
largely fell on the mothers. Bianca explained that this was typical of many cultures wherein
“gender roles are strictly divided; women take care of the children and home life, men support
their families financially.” Additionally, Steph explained challenges faced by parents trying their
best to access resources to support their children, specifically noting discrepancies between
mothers and fathers. “Most of the women that we worked with did not have a driver’s license.
Their husbands were working or at school, and so for them to be able to go and access a
program, they would have to take a 40–60-minute bus ride.” She further explained that “the dads
from our program, we didn’t see them too often. They would be able to get into school right
away and then the moms would be waiting for childcare… they would have to wait maybe two
to three months.” It is noted here that challenges such as transportation and waitlists specifically
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hindered mothers’ abilities to improve their and their children’s literacy. In contrast to these
accounts, one participant expressed that her program does have quite a few fathers involved,
approximately 6-7, who engage in a “Dad’s Night” wherein ECEs encourage bonding between
father and child. An interesting point she adds however is that this weekly event gives mothers a
“night off”. While fathers engage in one night solely with their child(ren), mothers on the other
hand are expected to be engaged for all other days of the week. This is a double standard
explored in research conducted by Villicana et al. (2017) who explain the lowered expectations
for involvement in their children’s education, set out for fathers. Further, Clark (2009) explains
that “Men frequently say that they are not involved because they do not have time because of
work commitments… (they) viewed the wife as the primary teacher and caregiver” (p. 4). The
issue of maternal literacy level thus places undue blame specifically on low-SES mothers for
their children’s literacy development.
Another competing priority mentioned by Steph, Heather, and Rachel was housing. Steph
recalled a mother whose rental home had flooded, and her basement was filled with sewage
water. Heather noted, “Most of the families were on some sort of assistance… most rent homes
or apartments with terrible landlords. Some live in decent conditions, some live in subpar
conditions.” Rachel explained that, overall, unaddressed basic needs of hunger and housing were
directly the reason parents and families could not focus on literacy learning, correlating this to
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. She explained that there were children in her program with Post
Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and trauma, and addressing these challenges took precedent
over traditional childcare programming and curriculum.
We let go of the circle time and had to go to the human-level: The Maslow level… We
had a lot of families with health issues. If you can’t get food on the table, if you’re

63

worried about bedbugs, lice, cockroaches, like we had babies coming in with bed bug
bites… You would not be focusing on literacy.
This is an undeniable challenge, as noted by Edie (2017), who states,
A neighboring teacher has a student who lives in a shelter. He does not own much for
himself and constantly fights and loses focus in class… As a teacher, I think about how
homelessness affects his literacy. He does not have a quiet space to read and write his
homework. He does not have a room to himself to indulge in reading and practice
writing. His parents both work hard and barely find the time to help him with homework.
A student who faces hardship at home or with the family may find it hard to focus on
academic expectations. Academics will not be a priority if the physiological needs aren’t
met. (p. 2)
These challenges were further contributors to mental health challenges, which was a new theme
related to family vulnerability that emerged in the research, not previously discussed in the
literature.
Mental Health Challenges
The literature asserts that literacy learning is highly dependent on parent levels of
engagement; in an effort to understand what factors influence such engagement, it was noted in
interviews that if parents are encumbered by mental health challenges and the resulting factors
associated with such challenges, engagement in their child’s education significantly decreases as
a result. These mental health challenges were largely associated with factors correlated to lowSES, including recent immigrant and minority statuses, substance abuse, and housing instability
to name a few. Bianca, who works at a settlement agency, recounted newcomer families’
challenges adapting to Canadian life, often coming from war-torn countries in isolation from
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their extended families. Steph added that, at her centre, children who had recently immigrated to
Canada were playing out some of their experiences of trauma from their home-countries, and so
rather than focus on literacy lessons, they were merely teaching children how to play. Steph
detailed an instance where a mother “burst into tears” during an activity because her sister was
still in Syria and was executed by a sniper. These traumas led Steph to question, “how do they
focus on their children and their children’s development when they’re here and safe, but they still
have loved ones who are not safe?”
Along with trauma, many of the parents who engage in her centre’s programming have
high anxiety and depression, according to Heather. She mentioned that many of the parents who
come to her centre have trouble just getting out of the house every day. Rachel added that bipolar
disorder and addiction were also quite common amongst participants in her program, many of
whom were sent to her centre under court-order, or as an extension of programs offered through
local women’s shelters. She described many of these parents as “barely holding on by a thread”
due to a host of compounding mental health challenges. In order to support these needs, time that
other childcare centres may devote to small groups and literacy learning for example, is instead
occupied with necessary supports to address mental health challenges, such as those involving
child protective services and addiction counselling. Kutcher et al. (2016) define this correlation
between low literacy and mental health challenges as a branch of health literacy, termed Mental
Health Literacy (MHL), which is defined as,
Understanding how to obtain and maintain positive mental health; understanding mental
disorders and their treatments; decreasing stigma related to mental disorders; and,
enhancing help-seeking efficacy (knowing when and where to seek help and developing
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competencies designed to improve one’s mental health care and self-management
capabilities). (Kutcher et al., 2016, p. 154)
Discussions of health literacy and mental health literacy point to the importance of
acknowledging and supporting multiliteracies and multimodalities of literacy.
Asset vs. Deficit Models to Literacy Learning
While low-SES communities appear to face a number of challenges in supporting
children’s literacy, in order to fully understand the reality of their experience and propose
recommendations for intervention, participants stressed the importance of taking an asset versus
deficit approach.
Multimodalities of Literacy
Jaclyn noted that educators must recognize the multimodality of literacy; emergent
literacy involves what is spoken, but also what is said without words. She stressed, “there are
several different types of communication, which I think we have to be aware of.” This is
furthered by Bianca, who stated that the use of body language and visuals are all forms of
communication and ought to be valued as such. She mentioned that some children come to
programs offered at her centre with minimal understanding of the English language. While her
centre employs ECEs who speak a variety of languages, it may arise where no one can speak the
same language as the child. To support them, they use visuals and photographs. It is noted that
the child is not considered to be lacking communication skills; they can communicate, just not in
English. Rather than viewing it as the child who must adapt, Bianca noted that it is the ECEs job
to try to suit their needs- it is the environment that must adapt.
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Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
Cultural responsiveness emerged as an important theme when discussing the cultures and
languages of the families enrolled in programs led by participants. ECEs explained that all
cultures and languages should be represented in their centres; furthermore, that these cultures
should not be judged through the lens of dominant culture/language. In this sense, varying forms
of capital are recognized as both relevant and important, including varying forms of linguistic
capital unique to different cultures, races, and socioeconomic statuses represented in the centres.
Jaclyn, Bianca, and Rachel all stressed the importance of having ECEs working in centres who
speak a variety of languages, in order to best communicate with parents and children, thus
removing barriers in understanding. Jaclyn stated that they “encourage multilingualism and
encourage children to use their mother tongue.” While dominant culture in Western society
equates literacy with understanding the English language, otherwise termed “linguistic capital”
by Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007), Jaclyn advocated that these are simply not synonymous
with each other. She stated that, “literacy is literacy and language is language, language skills are
language skills, and they transcend just English.” She claims that there are many myths
surrounding literacy and multilingual children, noting that parents at home may still be engaging
with their child and teaching them literacy; it just may not be in English. This led to
conversations related to EQAO and other standardized testing, which are delivered in English
only. She draws attention to the fact that if literacy is being tested, not English, then it should be
available in multiple languages, “Regardless of language, children deserve to have a fair shot at
(EQAO). By responding to those questions and being able to express their knowledge and what
they know and their understanding, regardless of language.” Lastly, she emphasized that all
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experiences are valuable. Even if a parent does not come to the centre with a university
education, there is value in hands-on experience as well.
Valuing Effort and Intention
According to Stagg-Peterson and Heywood (2007), educators often misinterpret parents’
seemingly nominal engagement in their children’s education as evidence that they merely lack
interest or concern. It has been proven, however, that this is not the case, which was a consistent
theme that emerged during interviews. Many ECEs noted that low-SES parents’ engagement
may look different than that of their high-SES counterparts, but this should not negate the value
of their efforts. While discussing literacy activities initiated by ECEs, Heather mentioned that
parents “absolutely want to be a part of this, to understand what their children are doing, but they
just don’t know or have the words.” She further added that the parents she works with will often
try lessons at home, proudly sharing picture and video evidence of the work they’re doing
independently with their child. She explained that in a way, “it’s almost like they want our
approval.” It is noted in the literature that low-SES parents often feel embarrassed and ashamed,
especially in educational settings. Rachel explained that low-SES parents often feel “shot down”
or “not scholarly enough;” however, here the ECEs have cultivated a sense of pride and
empowerment in the parents’ ability to teach their child. Rachel explained an experience she had
with a father who came into the centre discouraged about his child’s learning and was therefore
seeking help. She began by reassuring him by saying, “‘you’ve got her on your knee, look how
engaged you are! She’s looking you in the eye, you guys are singing songs together. You are
doing exactly what you are supposed to be doing. Let’s build from there.’”
Fostering pride and empowering parents was a point made by Steph as well. She
explained that her center used to have a manual sign-in system wherein everything was logged
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on paper and a clipboard. In the process of converting to digital, “we no longer needed the
clipboard, but we continued to use this sign-in clipboard because (the parents) were so proud to
be able to sign their own name on the clipboard.” This is furthered by Tina who stated that, “we
want (parents) to feel capable the same way as we want children to feel capable… We want them
to feel that they belong in our centre.” To her, success was not measured by the parents’ levels of
literacy, but by their efforts to come to the centre and engage in the programs in any way they
felt comfortable. She explained that “the involvement of the parents extends beyond them just
coming in and using the services. They become part of the program… they co-facilitate different
classes or other programs” as volunteers in the centre as well if they wish. By welcoming parents
to volunteer in the programs at her centre, their experience and knowledge is recognized as
valuable. A prominent example of this was described by Bianca, who shared the story of a
mother who attended English classes at her centre and once she finished the program, she was
interested in getting involved in the centre further. She went on to pursue a diploma in ECE
herself and was then hired at the centre after graduation.
The Importance of Informal Literacy Learning
While most participants mentioned that a myriad of distractions associated with low-SES
pose challenges for explicit literacy instruction, several ECEs emphasized that literacy is still
incorporated in their programs; however, in a less formal sense. Tina explained that simple dayto-day activities are literacy experiences,
It’s important to make parents aware that even daily routines and the simple things that
you do in your daily life, like when you’re eating breakfast or when you’re giving your
child a bath, or when we’re going for a walk, these can definitely be used to include and
promote those early literacy skills.
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Jaclyn similarly stated that,
Literacy is not just ABC, 123…literacy is everywhere, so there’s always a way that
parents can help with literacy, and it doesn’t necessarily have to be in English… I think
there’s a lot of education that has to go into that, especially with parents, that literacy
happens at home, it happens when you’re on a walk with your children and you see a
billboard or a sign. It happens when you’re listening to the radio… It’s all about
perspective and I think sometimes in our community we get really stuck on ‘well it has to
be this, and it has to be that, and this is what the curriculum says,’ and we do have
benchmarks that we do reach, but at the end of the day, literacy is everywhere, so let’s
embrace that.
In the literature, it was mentioned by Puglisi et al. (2017) that literacy moments can be both
formal and informal; however, it is the formal literacy instruction that is most widely regarded
and validated in educational settings. This is furthered by Eaton (2010) who states that, “informal
learning, particularly with regards to second and other languages, is even met with skepticism
from highly educated scholars who question the value of a learning experience that does not
involve grammar and textbooks” (p. 18). As noted by both Tina and Jaclyn, while formal
literacy instruction may be harder to achieve at times, due to compounding challenges, it is
important to acknowledge and validate the non-formal literacy learning that is occurring; this
emphasizes an asset rather than deficit approach.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Urie Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems theory emphasizes the importance of
analyzing multiple settings (microsystems) children engage in, in order to understand
development, rather than focusing on individual settings in isolation (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
This study intended to identify key microsystems that impact early literacy development,
including children’s home environments, schools/childcare settings, and neighbourhoods, as well
as the interactions between them, which are identified by Bronfenbrenner as mesosystems. While
most studies on early literacy seek teachers as research participants, the novel perspectives of
Early Childhood Educators were sought, due to their immense role in diverse early learning
settings. I used an IPA approach to engage in meaningful conversations with ECEs about their
early learning sites, as well as to gain insights on topics pertaining to literacy and low-SES
communities. These conversations were later analyzed, and responses coded to identify common
themes and new perspectives on literacy learning; themes included: 1) Program Resources, 2)
Relationship Building, 3) Family Vulnerability, and 4) Asset vs. Deficit Models to Literacy
Learning. These themes and ideas assist in answering the research questions as follows:
1. What environmental risk factors do low-SES children from disadvantaged neighbourhoods
in Windsor, Ontario face, particularly in their literacy acquisition?
Sub questions:
•

What are the existing community literacy assets, and what are the identifiable gaps in
programs and services in Windsor, Ontario?

•

How do ECEs perceive the relationships between existing literacy environments
including homes, schools/childcare centres, and their respective neighbourhoods?
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In the following section, interpretations of the research questions will be made, while
contextualizing findings within the literature. In order to understand environmental risk factors
affecting early literacy development, assets and gaps of microsystems will be explored, and the
relationships among them (mesosystems) will be discussed from the perspectives of ECEs. By
understanding micro- and meso-systems, environmental factors affecting the early literacy
development of low-SES children may be better understood.
Microsystems
The microsystems explored in this study included homes, early learning environments,
and neighbourhoods. Gaps and assets of each were identified by ECEs who reflected on the role,
resources, and overall impact each environment has on low-SES children’s literacy learning.
Firstly, the ECEs perceptions indicated that the Home Literacy Environment (HLE) has
the potential to heavily influence early literacy learning. ECEs mentioned identifiable barriers
associated with lacking financial capital that some families experience, such as fewer books
available in the home; furthermore, they added that financial challenges to literacy extend far
beyond access to books. Rather, ECEs identified large-scale issues, such as food insecurity and
poor housing conditions as major threats to early literacy learning, influenced by policy and
social services at the exosystem level (Green-LaPierre et al., 2012). When asked how housing
impacts the development of the pre-reading and writing skills of children, participants explained
that such conditions make literacy a low-level priority for impoverished parents.
Linguistic capital was also a challenge ECEs mentioned, which was previously identified
in the literature (Stagg-Peterson and Heywood, 2007). It was noted that low-SES parents often
face intersecting challenges, such as newcomer and recent immigrant statuses. ECEs explain
that, from their accounts, many of these parents are struggling with literacy themselves as well as
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adapting to Western society’s views of literacy challenges and IEPs. Another intersecting factor
that participants added to existing discussions on literacy and socioeconomic status was mental
health challenges. Many of the families discussed by ECEs experienced trauma, addiction, and
anxiety; this introduced to the research Mental Health Literacy (MHL) which highlights the need
for greater exploration of multi-literacies.
Lastly, while Green et al. (2009) argue that maternal literacy level heavily influences
children’s early literacy development, it is suggested that this phenomenon is largely based on
systemic gender issues, rather than biological differences, according to ECEs. It was noted by
several participants that attending programs with children, including those devoted to early
learning, disproportionately fell on mothers. Furthermore, it was noted that, amongst ESL
populations, it was usually the father who was able to access language classes first, followed by
the mother, who was often delayed by childcare waitlists. From these findings, it is interesting to
highlight that the labour involved in teaching literacy to children is notably a gendered one. This
is evidenced as well in the ECEs who volunteered to engage in this study, all of which were
female. According to Japel and Friendly (2018),
A 2013 survey (the most recent cross-Canada data on childcare staff ) found that 90
percent of childcare staff surveyed had completed some form of post-secondary
education directly related to ECE, usually a one- or two-year college credential… An
Ontario survey in 2015 found that two-thirds of qualified early childhood educators were
earning less than CAN$20 an hour. (p.24)
Similarly to the mothers the participants described, the hard work associated with educating
children, with minimal financial reimbursement, appears gendered both structurally and
systematically.
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While the challenges faced by parents may initially be perceived as flaws or personal
weaknesses, it is important to note that ECEs did not entirely see them all as such. Instead, larger
systemic inequalities were highlighted as the root cause for such discrepancies. For example,
rather than condemning a parent for their mental health challenges, ECEs emphasized the
immense need for affordable, more accessible mental health supports in these neighbourhoods.
While it may be perceived that the HLE lacks literacy assets, ECEs further noted that this was
not the case, rather that these parents possessed capital unrecognizable to formal educational
institutions and professionals. For instance, participants mentioned that literacy exists in all
languages; however, Ontario standardized testing assesses literacy in English only.
ECEs’ perceptions of early learning environments reflected assets and gaps noted in the
literature. It was widely noted that funding limitations limited the capacity of early learning
centres; however, funding needs differed from those in the literature. Duncombe (2017)
explained that schools and childcare centres in low-SES communities lacked literacy resources
such as books. ECEs contended that this was actually not the case for them; in fact, access to
forms of print were identified as an asset. This discrepancy between participant responses and
the literature is likely due to a lack of current Canadian research on this topic. Because more
studies have been published in the United States on low-SES children’s early literacy and
learning, they do not reflect funding structures seen in Canadian childcare and education
systems, which offer a number of Early Childhood Education funding and subsidies at the
federal/provincial/territorial levels (Halfon et al., 2009).
The ECEs did, however, note that available funding did not adequately address the
greater needs of the community, such as food shortages. Additionally, accessibility served as
both an asset and a gap, as more families attempted to access their services than what could be

74

sustained. Early learning and childcare centres take on a multifaceted role, due to their
accessibility and familiarity in these communities. Families come to them for a range of services,
such as system navigation, Ontario Works and legal assistance, and food bank access. All ECEs
noted that providing these resources was critical to the health and well-being of the community,
and thus child development; however, limited resources and funding led them to serve these
needs on their own time.
Mesosystems
Home, neighbourhood, and early learning environments have identifiable factors that
serve as assets and challenges to low-SES children’s early literacy development. In addition to
the environments themselves, Ecological Systems theory points to the relationships among these
environments that further influence development. Participants noted that relationships were
paramount in supporting low-SES children and, when leveraged, have the potential to
compensate for lacks in any one environment operating in isolation. For example, ECEs
mentioned that positive interactions between themselves and programs operating in local
community centres and churches allowed ECEs to reach more families and offer more programs;
furthermore, partnerships with mobile libraries and librarians allowed them to compensate for an
HLE lacking books or transportation to local libraries. This compensatory impact was
highlighted in a 2020 Early Years Study, which explored the important role of early childhood
education in vulnerable communities. According to McCain (2020),
When children from all socioeconomic backgrounds receive equal educational
opportunities, inequities are reduced. This begins with quality ECE. Children who are
prepared for school create a more productive learning environment for teachers and other
students alike… The nurturing, stimulation and social connections provided by quality
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ECE complements the development of children living in advantaged homes and
compensates children from disadvantaged backgrounds. (p. 31)
Although the literature notes strained relationships amongst low-SES parents and
educators (Hands, 2012), the ECEs unanimously reported that they experience quite the opposite.
The ECEs interviewed were proud of the trusting relationships they had built within the
community and the support they were able to provide families. Of course, the mono-perspectives
of ECEs likely resulted in this unanimous opinion, however, it is interesting to note the ECEs’
awareness of deceit models of education and how they aimed to challenge pre-conceived
attitudes between educators and families of low-SES. ECEs suggested that parent perspectives
of teachers were different than that of ECEs; relationships between low-SES parents and teachers
located in school settings were not as cohesive, which they attributed to educational
professionals’ assumptions and stigmas associated with low-SES and minority statuses. ECEs
explained that teachers are often viewed as authorities in the realm of education; however, ECEs
described themselves as friends, partners, and equals.
In addition to relationships between parents and ECEs, and parents and teachers,
relationships among programs in the community were highly important. Participants explained
that relationships between community programs and early learning centres compensated for
individual programs’ funding constraints and supported positive relationships in the community
amongst residents, thus producing greater community order. Further, relationships with schools
helped childcare centres create a smooth transition from early years programming to elementary
school settings. While school-childcare partnerships were identified as a factor for success,
ECEs noted that, if a childcare centre was not located within a school, that centre was typically
quite removed from the school in the neighbourhood. This was a lack noted during interviews as
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participants emphasized the value of relationships and partnerships amongst all community
stakeholders, in order to best support families. For example, in early year’s programs,
interventions to support language delays or challenges begin early, with partnering agencies
visiting the sites to work with children and their families to create plans for interventions, prior
to entering formal schooling. Because schools and childcare centres operate independently,
however, services and interventions are not transferred from childcare setting to school. This
discoordination is flawed as the literature notes that low-SES parents often face difficulties
advocating for themselves and their children in education settings; as such, their children may
wait longer to receive support once they enter school (Hands, 2012).
Recommendations
Based on existing literature and the insights provided by ECEs, I propose the following
recommendations for consideration amongst educators, policymakers, and researchers.
1. Leverage Partnerships to Support Families/Improve Service Coordination
ECEs emphasized that early literacy instruction was consistently threatened by the
diverse challenges low-SES families are confronted with daily. In many instances, lessons had to
be modified or priorities shifted to meet more basic human needs; to explain this further, specific
reference was made to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs during interviews. Participants explained
that, despite the importance of literacy, trauma, hunger, and homelessness were challenges they
were concentrating on day-to-day and often took precedence; literacy learning could not be
achieved if these needs were not met. Furthermore, ECEs explained that, when supports and
partnerships in the community were leveraged, such as those related to legal aid and food banks,
more families were able to access services, regardless of gender, ethnicity, or income level.
ECEs’ attention could then be redirected back to early education. Leveraging partnerships
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between early learning sites, other childcare centres, community centres, and schools allowed for
more equitable resource allocation and funding distribution, while avoiding the duplication of
services and interventions.
While ECEs recounted efforts made to collaborate with other programs, often on their
own time, developing formal partnerships should be a priority of community stakeholders such
as school boards, childcare operators, and local community services that address mental health
needs, housing, and food banks in the community. Intricate system coordination will thereby
support greater sustainability and longevity of these partnerships, utilizing a wraparound
approach, as well as assisting parents in navigating complicated systems and accessing needed
supports.
2. Approach Literacy Learning Using an Asset-Based Model
It was noted in the literature that low-SES parents often struggle to support their
children’s literacy due to feelings of inferiority within educational settings and challenges
resulting from their own low-literacy levels (Stagg-Peterson & Heywood, 2007). Despite
education level, ECEs insisted that all parents are capable and should be empowered with the
confidence and skills to support their children’s literacy in ways that are meaningful to them and
reflective of their culture.
ECEs explained that literacy is multimodal; there are several different types of literacy
and many ways of communicating and expressing understanding, such as through movements,
gestures, and other non-verbal cues. Teacher and ECE education programs should include
lessons on the multimodality of literacy, as well as multiliteracies, in order to provide validation
and appreciation for unique cultures and experiences. Similarly, non-formal literacy instruction
should also be recognized as well. For example, the Qualitative Reading Inventory-5 (Leslie &
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Caldwell, 2011) is a non-formal literacy measuring tool, which requires students to read word
lists and short texts, and then answer questions. Although there are specific directions for
scoring, unlike traditional or formal literacy assessments, they offer flexibility in observing and
assessing how students engage in that particular literacy task. In an ECE setting, this may include
a child responding with gestures, pictures, or in their native language. “Reading inventories are
often used to record observations of reading behaviors rather than to simply measure reading
achievement” (Munger, 2016, p. 61). By acknowledging these differences and appreciating
varying forms of literacy, low-SES and minority families’ linguistic capital is thereby
authenticated. An additional recommendation is to recognize this authentication by incorporating
other forms of literacy and language assessment in the Ontario curriculum, and reevaluating the
measures and outcomes of standardized testing; for instance, this may entail offering
standardized testing, such as EQAO, in multiple languages.
3. Emphasize Trusting Relationship Building
ECEs stressed that relationship building amongst educators and families is critical to
early literacy learning, as welcoming, non-intimidating environments allow for greater
communication between parents and ECEs, and foster conversations that may otherwise evoke
stigma, such as those related to IEPs. It was noted in the literature that low-SES families often
fail to seek support when needed, due to unfavourable views of education workers, and
insecurities about their own literacy or educational levels. By building trusting relationships,
parents may feel bolstered and empowered to initiate conversations about their children’s
learning and come to ECEs to discuss sensitive topics, such as those pertaining to IEPs and
necessary literacy interventions.
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It is recommended that trusting relationships be established and nurtured between lowSES parents and educators as well as those between educators and children. For example,
offering multiple time options for school-family programing would accommodate for parents’
non-standard work schedules, which is a reality for many low-SES parents (Little, 2007). This
may thereby increase accessibility and thus greater participation in school events, which offer
relationship-building opportunities between parent, child, and educator. Children from low-SES
households may experience a number of intersecting challenges, such as those related to trauma
and feelings of insecurity. It was noted amongst participants that ESL children may experience
the “silent period”, which is a transitional period wherein children understand but are not yet
comfortable communicating in English. ECEs agree that fostering trusting relationships with
ESL children assists them in transitioning out of the silent period and initiating communication.
4. Increase Equitable Funding and Access to Quality Early Years Programs
Early childhood education in Ontario for children ages 5 and 6 is provided through FDK;
however, emergent literacy begins to develop many years before formal schooling. Although
children are beginning to develop early literacy prior to age 5, only half of children in Canada
between the ages of 2 and 4 attend an ECE program. These figures highly contrast those of other
developed countries, such as France and Belgium, where enrolment exceeds 90 percent (McCain,
2020). It is noted in the literature and among participants that low enrollment is largely due to
funding and eligibility restrictions that leave many families unable to access subsidized
childcare, subject to waitlists or to be turned away (Japel & Friendly, 2018).
In order to address literacy gaps between low- and high- SES children, it is critical that
funding allocation focus more heavily on the unique needs of low-SES communities. Rather than
distribute funding on an egalitarian basis, an equitable funding structure for ECE programs and
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childcare settings is recommended, in order to support the compounding needs of at-risk children
and their families.
Recommendations for Future Research
I recommend that future research explore further the literacy development of low-SES
children from multiple perspectives, including those of ECEs, teachers, other community support
leaders, and parents, as to understand the impact multiple environments have on development.
Further, the unique theme of mental health literacy and low-SES communities is a novel and
important topic that warrants further investigation, particularly the impact of mental health
literacy on early learning outcomes. Lastly, while the current study explored Urie
Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems theory, Micro- and Meso-Systems were the primary focus,
specifically due to time and resource allotments of this study. Further research should explore the
impact of Bronfenbrenner’s additional systems, including Exosystems and Macrosystems, on
early literacy learning. The current study noted external barriers to literacy that impact children
indirectly, such as curriculum and pedagogy that values literacy and language skills of the
dominant class; this impacts the child at the Exosystem level. Furthermore, participants pointed
to the influence a child’s culture has on literacy learning; specifically attitudes toward literacy
and learning challenges, which are encapsulated in overarching Macrosystems. Further research
may seek to understand these additional systems in greater detail.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
Emergent literacy skills are critical to the overall wellbeing and success of young
children and have the potential to predict later outcomes in life, such as employment and
educational achievement. The literature asserts the critical need for literacy skills; however, it is
suggested that low-SES children face a number of intersecting challenges that often set them
behind their high-SES counterparts and further hinder their success. To understand these
challenges, Early Childhood Educators’ insights were sought, through an exploration of their
perceptions and experiences. Six ECEs were selected to engage in this study, as I sought to
explore this issue from a new perspective, largely omitted from existing studies. Although
emergent literacy begins to develop several years before formal schooling, research conducted
on barriers to early literacy predominantly incorporates the voices of teachers; this is a gap that
this study sought to address. Additionally, rather than focusing on individual environments that
affect literacy, such as the HLE or school settings, the current study’s methodology focused on
multiple settings that influence development, including the home literacy environment, early
education centres and schools, as well as neighbourhoods. As explained by Urie
Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems theory, multiple settings influence literacy learning, as
well as the interactions among environments.
Four themes emerged from the data: 1) Program Resources 2) Relationship Building 3)
Family Vulnerability, and 4) Asset vs. Deficit Models to Literacy Learning. These themes
emerged as factors that influence literacy learning, identified through ECEs narrations of stories
and their experiences creating and engaging in literacy opportunities with low-SES children and
families. While most studies point to the literacy levels of parents and their ability or inability to
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provide sufficient literacy experiences or materials for their children, current research findings
stress the importance of recognizing and validating the efforts of all parents, regardless of
socioeconomic status. Further, it is recommended that an asset-based approach to literacy be
undertaken by educators and partnerships be extended between childcare programs, social
services, and schools located in vulnerable neighbourhoods, in order to address systemic
inequalities that hinder the early literacy success of low-SES children.

83

REFERENCES
Aikens, N., & Barbarin, O. (2008). Socioeconomic differences in reading trajectories: The
contribution of family, neighborhood, and school contexts. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 100(2), 235–251. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.2.235
Alase, A. (2017). The Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA): A guide to a good
qualitative research approach. International Journal of Education & Literacy
Studies, 5(2), 9–19. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijels.v.5n.2p.9
Banerji, R., Berry, J., & Shotland, M. (2017). The impact of maternal literacy and participation
programs: Evidence from a randomized evaluation in India. American Economic Journal:
Applied Economics, 9(4), 303–337. https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20150390
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature and
design. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Brown, G., Hurst, B., & Hail, C. (2016). Early reading experiences: An artifact of cultural
capital. Critical Questions in Education. Gale Academic Onefile, https://link-galecom.
Ledproxy2.uwindsor.ca/apps/doc/A546447566/AONE?u=wind05901&sid=AONE&
xid=ca4c86a1.
Bruns, E. (2015). Wraparound is worth doing well: An evidence-based statement. In E. J. Bruns
& J. S. Walker (Eds.), The Resource Guide to Wraparound. Portland, OR: National
Wraparound Initiative.
Cabell, S., Justice, L., Logan, J., & Konold, T. (2013). Emergent literacy profiles among
prekindergarten children from low-SES backgrounds: Longitudinal considerations. Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 28(3), 608–620.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2013.03.007

84

Ciabattari, T. (2010). Cultural capital, social capital, and educational inequality. Childhood
Education. Gale Academic Onefile, https://link-galecom.
Ledproxy2.uwindsor.ca/apps/doc/A245884614/AONE?u=wind05901&sid=AONE&xid=
b219f72.
Clark, C. (2009). Why fathers matter to their children’s literacy. London: National Literacy Trust.
Davis, G. N., Lindo, E. J., & Compton, D. L. (2007). Children at risk for reading failure;
Constructing an early screening measure. Teaching Exceptional Children, 39(5), 32–
37. https://doi.org/10.1177/004005990703900505
Doyle, A., & Zhang, J. (2011). Participation structure impacts on parent engagement in family
literacy programs. Early Childhood Education Journal, 39(3), 223–233.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-011-0465-x
Duncombe, C. (2017). Unequal opportunities: Fewer resources, worse outcomes for students in
schools with concentrated poverty. The Commonwealth Institute.
https://www.thecommonwealthinstitute.org/2017/10/26/unequal-opportunities-fewerresources-worse-outcomes-for-students-in-schools-with-concentrated-poverty/
Durham, R., & Smith, P. (2006). Nonmetropolitan status and kindergarteners’ early literacy
skills: Is there a rural disadvantage? Rural Sociology, 71(4), 625–661.
https://doi.org/10.1526/003601106781262052
Eaton, S.E. (2010). Formal, non-formal and informal learning: The case of literacy, essential
skills, and language learning in Canada.
Edie, K. (2017). A review of lenses on reading – Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.
10.13140/RG.2.2.10672.66567.

85

Fleming, D., René, C., Bangou, F., & Sarwar, G. (2015). The conflation of adult ESL and
literacy: The views of experienced teachers. TESL-EJ (Berkeley, Calif.), 19(1), 14.
Foster, C. E., Horwitz, A., Thomas, A., Opperman, K., Gipson, P., Burnside, A., Stone, D. M., &
King, C. A. (2017). Connectedness to family, school, peers, and community in socially
vulnerable adolescents. Children and Youth Services Review, 81, 321–331.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.08.011
Foster, M., Lambert, R., Abbott-Shim, M., Mccarty, F., & Franze, S. (2005). A model of home
learning environment and social risk factors in relation to children’s emergent literacy
and social outcomes. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 20(1), 13–36.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2005.01.006
Friendly, M. (2006). Building a strong and equal partnership between childcare and early
childhood education in Canada. International Journal of Child Care and Education
Policy. 2. 58-1. 10.1007/2288-6729-2-1-39.
Froiland, J., Powell, D., & Diamond, K. (2014). Relations among neighborhood social networks,
home literacy environments, and children’s expressive vocabulary in suburban at-risk
families. School Psychology International, 35(4), 429–444.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034313500415
Froiland, J., Powell, D., Diamond, K., & Son, S. (2013). Neighborhood socioeconomic well‐
being, home literacy, and early literacy skills of at‐risk preschoolers. Psychology in the
Schools, 50(8), 755–769. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21711
Full-day Kindergarten: Moving Ontario Forward. (2008). Elementary Teachers’ Federation of
Ontario. https://deslibris.ca/ID/237553

86

Gaias, L., Lindstrom Johnson, S., White, R., Pettigrew, J., & Dumka, L. (2018). Understanding
school–neighborhood mesosystemic effects on adolescent development. Adolescent
Research Review, 3(3), 301–319. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40894-017-0077-9
Gardner, M., Roth, J. L., Brooks-Gunn, J. (2009). “Can after-school programs help level the
playing field for disadvantaged youth?” Equity Matters: Research Review No. 4. New
York: The Campaign for Educational Equity, Columbia University
Government of Canada. (2016). A backgrounder on poverty in Canada.
https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-socialdevelopment/programs/povertyreduction/backgrounder.html
Government of Ontario. (2017). More support for parents to get involved in their children's
learning. Retrieved from https://news.ontario.ca/en/release/43824/more-support-forparents-to-get-involved-in-their-childrens-learning#content
Green, C. M., Berkule, S. B., Dreyer, B. P., Fierman, A. H., Huberman, H. S., Klass, P. E.,
Kohen, D. E., Leventhal, T., Dahinten, V. S., & McIntosh, C. N. (2008). Neighborhood
disadvantage: Pathways of effects for young children. Child Development, 79, 156–169,
doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01117.x.
Green, C. M., Berkule, S. B., Dreyer, B. P., Fierman, A. H., Huberman, H. S., Klass, P. E.,
Tomopoulos, S., Yin, H. S., Morrow, L. M., & Mendelsohn, A. L. (2009). Maternal
literacy and associations between education and the cognitive home environment in lowincome families. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 163(9), 832–837.
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2009.136
Green-LaPierre, R., Williams, P., Glanville, N., Norris, D., Hunter, H., & Watt, C. (2012).
Learning from “knocks in life”: Food insecurity among low-income lone senior

87

women. Journal of Aging Research, 2012, 450630–11.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/450630
Halfon, N., Russ, S., Oberklaid, F., Bertrand, J., & Eisenstadt, N. (2009). An international
comparison of early childhood initiatives: From services to systems. Journal of
Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics : JDBP, 30(5), 471–473.
https://doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0b013e3181bc911c
Hands, C. (2013). Including all families in education: School district-level efforts to promote
parent engagement in Ontario, Canada. Teaching Education: Family, School, Community
Engagement, and Partnerships: An Imperative for K-12, and Colleges of Education in the
Development of Twenty-First-Century Educators, 24(2), 134–149.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2013.786893
Hanson, J., Miller, D., Diamond, D., Odom, D., Lieber, D., Butera, D., Horn, D., Palmer, D., &
Fleming, D. (2011). Neighborhood community risk influences on preschool children’s
development and school readiness. Infants & Young Children, 24(1), 87–100.
https://doi.org/10.1097/IYC.0b013e3182008dd0
Haworth, C., Meaburn, E., Harlaar, N., & Plomin, R. (2007). Reading and generalist genes.
Mind, Brain, and Education, 1(4), 173–180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751228X.2007.00018.x
Holmes, A. G. D (2020). Researcher positionality - A consideration of its influence and place in
qualitative research - A new researcher guide. Shanlax International Journal of
Education, 8(4), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.34293/education.v8i4.3232

88

Horizon Educational Consulting. (2016). Access to Special Education in Ontario in a Social
Justice Context – Identifying barriers and obstacles for students, parents and teacherparents in accessing Special Education in Ontario.
Jamieson, D. G. (2006). Literacy in Canada. Paediatrics & Child Health, 11(9), 573–574.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pch/11.9.573
Japel, C., & Friendly, M. (2018). Inequalities in access to early childhood education and care in
Canada. The equal access study. International Centre: Early Childhood Education and
Care (ICEC), German Youth Institute (Deutsches Jugendinstitut e.V., DJI), Munich.
Jeong, H., & Othman, J. (2016). Using interpretative phenomenological analysis from a realist
perspective. The Qualitative Report, 21(3), 558–570.
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1790521164/
Kelly S. (2008). Race, social class, and student engagement in middle school English
classrooms. Social Science Research, 37(2), 434–448.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2007.08.003
Khanna, A. & Rothman, L. (2015). High quality early childhood education and care. Our Schools
/ Our Selves, 24(4), 63-78
Kirby, J., & Hogan, B. (2008). Family literacy environment and early literacy
development. Exceptionality Education International, 18(3), 112–130.
Kirn, A., Godwin, A., Cass, C., Ross, M.S., & Huff. J.L. (2017). Mindful methodology: A
transparent dialogue on adapting Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis for
engineering education research. Association for Engineering Education - Engineering
Library Division Papers.

89

Kutcher, S., Wei, Y., & Coniglio, C. (2016) Mental health literacy: Past, present, and future. Can
J Psychiatry. 61(3):154-158. doi:10.1177/0706743715616609
Lapienienė, A., & Mažeikienė, N. (2015). Reading as cultural capital and social interaction.
Proceedings of the International Scientific Conference, 2, 125-134.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.17770/sie2015vol2.465
Leslie, L., & Caldwell, J. S. (2011). Qualitative reading inventory-5. New York, NY: Pearson.
Leversuch, R., Hartwell, B., & Wright, S. (2019). Dyslexia, literacy difficulties and the selfperceptions of children and young people: A systematic review. Current Psychology.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00444-1
Little, P. (2007). Access to afterschool programs: Overcoming the barriers to getting youth “in
the door” (Rep.).
Lyon, G.R. (2003). Reading disabilities: Why do some children have difficulty learning to read?
What can be done about it? Perspectives. 29 (2)
www.wrightslaw.com/info/read.disability.lyon.pdf.
Maxwell, J., & Teplova, T. (2008). National Strategy for Early Literacy. Canada’s hidden deficit:
The social cost of low literacy skills. London, ON: Canadian Language and Literacy
Research Network.
McCain, M. N. (2020). Early Years Study 4: Thriving Kids, Thriving Society. 661 Toronto,
Canada: Margaret and Wallace McCain Family Foundation Inc.
Mcelvany, N., & van Steensel, R. (2009). Potentials and challenges of family literacy
interventions: The question of implementation quality. European Educational Research
Journal, 8(3), 418–433. https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2009.8.3.418

90

Medeiros, T. (2019). Local EQAO scores top provincial average. AM800.
https://www.iheartradio.ca/am800/news/local-eqao-scores-top-provincial-average1.10010247
Mendive, S., Lissi, M., Bakeman, R., & Reyes, A. (2017). Beyond mother education: Maternal
practices as predictors of early literacy development in Chilean children from low-SES
households. Early Education and Development, 28(2), 167–181.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2016.1197014
Miller, J. (2003). Audible difference: ESL and social identity in schools. Bristol, U.K.:
Multilingual Matters.
Miller, R., Chan, C., & Farmer, L. (2018). Interpretative phenomenological analysis: A
contemporary qualitative approach. Counselor Education and Supervision, 57(4), 240
254. https://doi.org/10.1002/ceas.12114
Minh, A., Muhajarine, N., Janus, M., Brownell, M., & Guhn, M. (2017). A review of
neighborhood effects and early child development: How, where, and for whom, do
neighborhoods matter? Health & place, 46, 155–174.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2017.04.012
Moffat, S., & Vincent, C. (2009). Emergent literacy and childhood literacy-promoting activities
for children in the Ontario Child Welfare System. Vulnerable Children and Youth Studies:
Improving Outcomes for Children and Young People in Care, 4(2), 135–141.
Munger, K., Crandall, B., Cullen, K., Duffy, M., Dussling, T., Lewis, E., McQuitty, V., Murray,
M., O’Toole, J., & Robertson, J. (2016). Steps to Success: Crossing the Bridge Between
Literacy Research and Practice. Open SUNY Textbooks.

91

Murray, D. (2011). ESL in adult education. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of Research in Second
Language Teaching and Learning. New York, NY: Routledge.
Murray, D., & Christison, M. (2011). What English teachers need to know (vol. 2). New York,
NY: Routledge.
National Research Council (US) and Institute of Medicine (US) Committee on the Prevention of
Mental Disorders and Substance Abuse Among Children, Youth, and Young Adults:
Research Advances and Promising Interventions, O'Connell, M. E., Boat, T., & Warner,
K. E. (Eds.). (2009). Preventing Mental, Emotional, and Behavioral Disorders Among
Young People: Progress and Possibilities. National Academies Press (US).
Neuman, S.B., & Celano, D. (2001). Access to print in low-income and middle-income
communities: An ecological study of four neighborhoods. Reading Research
Quarterly, 36(1), 8–26. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.36.1.1
Neuman, S. B., & Moland, N. (2016). Book deserts: The consequences of income segregation on
children’s access to print. Urban Education, 54(1), 126–
147. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085916654525
Nieuwenhuis, J., & Hooimeijer, P. (2016). The association between neighbourhoods and
educational achievement, a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Housing and
the Built Environment, 31(2), 321–347. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-015-9460-7
Oakden, D.L. (2005). Effective models of in-class remedial reading instruction.
Ontario. (2007). Early Learning for Every Child Today: A Framework for Ontario Early
Childhood Settings. Toronto: Ministry of Children and Youth Services.
Ontario Ministry of Education (2015): 2015 Licensed Child Care Operators Survey. Ontario.
http://www.edu. gov.on.ca/ childcare/ChildCareSurveyReport.html (11.04.2018)

92

Ortiz, R. (2000). The many faces of learning to read: The role of fathers in helping their children
to develop early literacy skills. Multicultural Perspectives, 2, 10-17.
Palincsar, A. (1998). Social constructivist perspectives on teaching and learning. Annual Review
of Psychology. 49. 345-75. 10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.345.
Pelatti, C.Y., & Piasta, S.B. (2017). Improving literacy outcomes for at-risk kindergartners
through an afterschool tutoring program: Results from a feasibility study. Frontiers in
Education, 2.
Pelletier, J. (2011). Supporting early language and literacy. What works? Research into practice.
Toronto.
People for Education (2018). The new basics for public education. Toronto, ON: People for
Education.
Pike, D., Mayo, S., & Jaffray, D. (2010). Background Report for No Child Leaves School
Hungry: Developing Hamilton’s Approach to a Universal, School-Based Nutrition
Program (Rep.).
Puglisi, M., Hulme, C., Hamilton, L., & Snowling, M. (2017). The home literacy environment is
a correlate, but perhaps not a cause, of variations in children’s language and literacy
development. Scientific Studies of Reading, 21(6), 498–514.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1346660
Report on the Evaluation of Basic Literacy/ABE Level I Programs in Newfoundland and
Labrador (Rep.). (2001). Retrieved https://www.gov.nl.ca/education/files/adultlearningadult-literacyrep.pdf

93

Segal, A., & Martin-Chang, S. (2018). The apple doesn’t fall from the tree: Parents’ readingrelated knowledge and children’s reading outcomes. (Report). Reading and Writing,
31(5), 1231–1247. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9837-6
Shifrer, D., Muller, C., & Callahan, R. (2011). Disproportionality and learning disabilities:
Parsing apart race, socioeconomic status, and language. Journal of Learning
Disabilities, 44(3), 246–257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219410374236
Shohet, L. (2001). Adult learning and literacy in Canada. In J. Comings, B. Garner, & C. Smith
(Eds.), The Annual Review of Adult Learning and Literacy electronic resource: National
Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Literacy (1st ed., Vol. 2, pp. 189–242). essay,
Wiley.
Smith, J. A., Flowers, P., & Larkin, M. (2009) Interpretative phenomenological analysis: Theory,
method, research. London: Sage
Smith, J. A., & Osborn, M. (2015). Interpretative phenomenological analysis. In Smith, J. A.
(Eds.), Qualitative psychology: A Practical Guide to Research Methods (3rd ed.). (pp.
53-80). SAGE Publications.
Stagg-Peterson, S., & Heywood, D. (2007). Contributions of families’ linguistic, social, and
cultural capital to minority-language children’s literacy: Parents’, teachers’, and
principals’ perspectives. The Canadian Modern Language Review / La Revue
Canadienne Des Langues Vivantes, 63(4), 517–538.
Statistics Canada. (2013). Skills in Canada: First Results from the Programme for the
International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC). Statistics Canada Catalogue
no. 89-555-X. Ottawa.

94

Stevens, L. P. (2011). Literacy, capital, and education: A view from immigrant youth. Theory Into
Practice, 50(2), 133-140. doi:10.1080/00405841.2011.558441
Swanson, D. P., Spencer, M. B., Harpalani, V., Dupree, D., Noll, E., Ginzburg, S., & Seaton, G.
(2003). Psychosocial development in racially and ethnically diverse youth: Conceptual
and methodological challenges in the 21st century. Development and
Psychopathology, 15(3), 743–771. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579403000361
Theokas, C., & Lerner, R.M. (2006). Observed ecological assets in families, schools, and
neighborhoods: Conceptualization, measurement, and relations with positive and negative
developmental outcomes. Applied Developmental Science, 10, 61 – 74.
Thompson, C. (2014). Few Windsor schools accessing money to engage parents (With video).
https://windsorstar.com/news/local-news/358117/
Tomopoulos, S., Yin, H. S., Morrow, L. M., & Mendelsohn, A. L. (2009). Maternal literacy and
associations between education and the cognitive home environment in low-income
families. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 163(9), 832–837.
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2009.136
Tramonte, L. & Willms, J. (2010). Cultural capital and its effects on education outcomes.
Economics of Education Review, Elsevier. 29 (2), 200-213
Tumilty, R. (2019). Ford government cuts funding to school councils. CBC News.
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/ottawa/parent-grants-reduce-grant-program- 1.5325601
Villicana, A., Garcia, D., & Biernat, M. (2017). Gender and parenting: Effects of parenting
failures on evaluations of mothers and fathers. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
20(6), 867–878. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430215615683

95

Waddell, D. (2019). Child poverty rates in Windsor West among the worst in Canada, says
report. https://windsorstar.com/news/local-news/child-poverty-rates-inwindsor-westamong-the-worst-in-canada-says-report/
Willms, J.D. (1999). Inequalities in literacy skills among youth in Canada and the United States.
International Adult Literacy Survey, Monograph No. 6. Human Resources Development
Canada and National Literacy Secretariat. Ottawa, ON.
Windsor-Essex County Health Unit. (2019). Community Needs Assessment 2019 Update.
Windsor, Ontario.

96

APPENDICES
Appendix A: Definition of Key Terms
Early Childhood Educator (ECE). An Early Childhood Educator is a person who works
with infants and young children up to age six. ECEs work with children and families in childcare
centers, school-based programs, Full Day Kindergarten, home settings, Early ON centers, and
Head Start programs in Ontario communities.
Emergent Literacy. Emergent literacy explains the understandings and attitudes “that
young children demonstrate before they can control conventional forms of reading and writing”
(ELECT, 2007, p. 17). According to ELECT (2007), early literacy is defined as:
Reading, writing and oral language abilities consisting of the following components:
acquiring vocabulary and language, phonological awareness, knowledge of print,
knowledge of letters and words, comprehension of meaning, awareness of storytelling,
books and other texts, and seeing literacy as a source of knowledge, information and
pleasure (p. 89).
According to Pelletier (2011), early literacy has the power to shape reading ability, long before
children enter school; as such, providing all children with strong literacy skills in the early years
leads to better academic outcomes and reading success later in life.
Ecological Systems Theory. This theory was first developed by psychologist Urie
Bronfenbrenner to explain how various environments influence children’s overall development.
These environments are known as ecological systems, which Bronfenbrenner argues interact
with one another. The child’s characteristics constitute the ontosystem (e.g., age, gender, etc.).
The proximal environments in which the child engages in encompass the microsystems, such as
family and childcare settings. These microsystems mutually interact to shape the mesosystems
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(e.g., interactions and relationships between family and neighbourhood environments). Further,
the exosystem refers to environments in which the child does not actively participate in, but may
influence their overall development, such as government or school board policies. Finally, the
macrosystem involves beliefs and values, such as those held by the family or society
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
At-Risk. The term “at-risk” is used to describe a student or group of students who are less
likely to be successful in school, due to intersecting risk factors, circumstances, or
characteristics, including low-socioeconomic status, social class, homelessness, incarceration,
and learning challenges. As a result, children deemed “at-risk” have an increased likelihood of
failing and/or dropping out of high school when they lack the skills to overcome such risk
factors. For this research project, risk factors related to poverty and their effect on literacy
learning will be explored.
Home Literacy Environment (HLE). An essential component to early literacy
development is the Home Literacy Environment (HLE), which refers to in-home literacy
activities, supports, and resources provided by parents and caregivers to their children in the
early years, before formal schooling (Puglisi et al., 2017). As stated by Moffat and Vincent
(2009), the home environment has the potential to positively support emergent literacy, as it may
provide children with a comfortable background and setting for learning. These in-home
experiences may be informal or formal; however, both are critical to successful emergent literacy
development, particularly as children enter kindergarten (Puglisi et al., 2017). Informal literacy
interactions include shared reading experiences with family members that come naturally in the
child’s day-to-day environment; this may consist of singing songs or engaging in a spontaneous
reading of instructions or street names. Formal literacy interactions are those in which parents
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directly teach reading and writing lessons in the home, such as teaching a child to write their
name or sound out letters (Puglisi et al., 2017).
Disadvantaged neighbourhoods. The term “neighbourhood” is used to describe a
geographical area, housing residents and their local places of worship, community centres, and
schools. Neighbourhoods are considered disadvantaged when they have fewer economic and
social resources. Low-SES individuals and those with less education often live in disadvantaged
neighbourhoods, with high levels of disorder. Signs of neighbourhood disorder include physical
signs, such as vandalism and abandoned buildings; social disorder includes crime, conflict, and
drug use. This research will seek to understand how various environments, including
neighbourhoods, influence literacy.
Social Mobility. The term “social mobility” refers to the shift in an individual’s social
status or class. According to Willms (1999), the level of literacy within a society is an important
social and economic indicator; people with low levels of literacy are limited in their access to
specific labour markets, while those with high levels are more likely to obtain high-paying jobs.
This study may address gaps in current education systems to support literacy rates of lower-class
children and, therefore, address opportunities for social mobility of youth in Canada.
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Appendix B: Interview Questions
1. What is your role at (insert site)?
•

How long have you worked in this role?

2. What are the demographics of the children and families you work with?
•

How would you characterize the home lives of the children in your program?

3. How do you perceive your role, as it relates to parents and families?
4. How would you characterize the neighborhood in which your site/program is located?
5. What resources are available in this neighborhood for parents and families of low-SES?
•

What resources are available in this neighborhood for parents and families of lowSES, specifically related to literacy?

•

How would you describe the relationships between your site and others (schools,
community centers, libraries etc.), located within the neighborhood?

•

How would you describe the relationships between your site’s families in the
neighborhood?
i. How do you foster a positive relationship with parents at your center?

•

How would you describe the accessibility of these programs for families?

•

What factors do you believe have influenced parents’ involvement in their child’s
literacy development?

6. Please describe what emergent literacy means to you.
•

What is your role, as it relates to literacy learning in your respective program?

7. How do you incorporate literacy into your program?
•

What resources do you have in your classroom for literacy?
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•

Do you find that all children are equally interested in literacy experiences? How
do you engage them?

•

What does a typical literacy activity in your center look like?

8. What supports does your program currently offer, related to literacy?
•

What role do parents have in these programs?

•

What factors do you think influence parents’ role and participation in literacy
programs?

•

How would you describe the parents’ understandings of emergent literacy?

9. What process is involved at your program, if any, for diagnosing or documenting reading
challenges among children?
10. What successes have you seen or experienced engaging children in emergent literacy?
11. What challenges have you seen or experienced engaging children in emergent literacy?
12. What, if any, additional supports and resources that you feel would better assist these
students in developing their emergent literacy development, exist at your particular site?
13. What, if any, additional supports and resources that you feel would better assist these
students in developing their emergent literacy development, exist in this neighborhood?
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Appendix C: Ethics Approval
This is to inform you that the University of Windsor Research Ethics Board (REB), which is
organized and operated according to the Tri-Council Policy Statement and the University of
Windsor Guidelines for Research Involving Human Participants, has granted approval to your
research project. This approval is valid for one year after the clearance date noted above.
An annual Progress Report must be submitted for renewal of the project. The REB may ask for
monitoring information at some time during the project’s approval period. A Final Report must
be submitted at the end of the project to close the file.
During the course of the research, no deviations from, or changes to, the protocol or consent
form may be initiated without prior written approval from the REB. Approval for modifications
to an ongoing study can be requested using a Request to Revise Form.
Investigators must also report promptly to the REB:
a) changes increasing the risk to the participant(s) and/or affecting the conduct of the study;
b) all adverse and unexpected events that occur to participants;
c) new information that may affect the risks to the participants or the conduct of the study.
Forms for submissions, notifications, or changes are available on the REB website:
www.uwindsor.ca/reb. If your data are going to be used for another project, it is necessary to
submit a secondary use of data application to the REB.
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Appendix D: Letter of Consent to Participate in Research
TITLE OF STUDY:
Examining Environmental Risk Factors and Opportunities for Intervention in the Emergent
Literacy Development of Low-SES Students in Windsor, Ontario
You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Beckie Berlasty, from the Faculty
of Education at the University of Windsor under the supervision of Dr. Geri Salinitri. The
results of this study will contribute to Beckie Berlasty’s thesis work.
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact Beckie Berlasty
from the University of Windsor by email. Dr. Salinitri can also be reached by email.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to examine a community-based intervention approach to literacy by
understanding the various environmental factors that affect the construction of emergent literacy
amongst low-SES children from Windsor, Ontario, from the perspective of ECEs who work
directly in these environments.
PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to:
1) Partake in a single in-depth virtual interview on your experience working with children
and families in childcare settings, located in low-socioeconomic neighbourhoods in
Windsor, Ontario, as defined by the United Way. This interview will specifically focus
on the literacy assets and challenges experienced by this specific demographic. The lead
researcher (Beckie Berlasty) will conduct, as well as audio-record the interview, via
Microsoft Teams. The interview will last approximately 45 minutes and will be
completed at a time most convenient for you.
2) Consent to the audiotaping of interviews. Audio-recording will be conducted during
Microsoft Teams interviews, to ensure data is accurate during the transcription
verification phase. Video-recording functions on Microsoft Teams will not be used. This
is a voluntary procedure and you are free to withdraw responses at any time by requesting
that the taping be stopped. To withdraw statements, you must give verbal or written
consent to the lead researcher, Beckie Berlasty. Your name and childcare centre/program
will not be disclosed, and taping will be kept confidential and securely stored by file
number.
3) Participants are encouraged to download the Microsoft Teams application and provide a
personal email, unrelated to the participant’s workplace, which the meeting URL will be
sent to. Participants are asked to conduct the interview in a private location of their
choosing and log into the Microsoft Teams meeting with their web camera off and using
a pseudonym rather than their first or last name.
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
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There is no intention on the part of the investigators to include any psychological or social risk to
the participant. The interview is done on a volunteer basis. The interview will be audio recorded
via Microsoft Teams; this program automatically stores data via Microsoft Stream. Recorded
meetings are only visible on Microsoft Stream to those within the organization who attended the
meeting. I will restrict this setting further and make it visible only to myself. Upon completing
the interview, recordings and transcriptions will be manually deleted and saved on OneDrive,
which is saved to the University of Windsor’s locally stored cloud. You have the choice to
refrain from answering any questions in the interview. You will be given a pseudonym and the
name of your childcare centre/program will not be disclosed. The information that you provide
will remain confidential and will not be shared with anyone besides Beckie Berlasty and Dr. Geri
Salinitri.
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
This study will expand on the existing knowledge and research in the area of literacy
development amongst low-SES children. Challenges associated with early literacy are highly
correlated to poverty later in life, and so the data gathered during interviews may offer insights
into gaps related to overarching topics of poverty reduction, and the efforts made by ECEs to
mitigate such risk factors. Lastly, participating in the study will give you the opportunity to
reflect on your experience working with at-risk students and their families. This study may also
draw greater attention to the necessity of early childhood education.
COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION
Participants will receive a $20.00 gift card from Indigo as compensation for your time and
willingness to contribute to this research.
CONFIDENTIALITY
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you
will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. To ensure
confidentiality, pseudonyms will be used for reporting and your name and the childcare
centre/program that you belong to will only be available to the lead researcher (Beckie Berlasty)
and Dr. Geri Salinitri. However, it is possible that a person who is strongly familiar with specific
childcare centres in Windsor, Ontario may be able to recognize the participants of the study. The
report will be written in a manner that will minimalize this outcome. Once transcripts have been
verified, audio recordings will be deleted. Transcripts will be saved on the researcher’s
University of Windsor OneDrive account, which is stored locally. Responses will be destroyed
after September 1, 2021.
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
This study is completely voluntary for all participants. You have the choice to refrain from
answering any questions in the interview. Participants have the right to withdraw and amend
their responses, without consequence. Participants will have the opportunity to respond by
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sending back any changes, within a 2-week period, and will be asked to sign the transcription.
When each participant receives their transcript via email, “read receipt” will be enabled, which
will confirm that the participant has viewed the message. After this point, they no longer have
the opportunity to withdraw from the study or provide alterations to the interview transcript.
Data analysis will be conducted after all interviews have been completed. Data will be kept
indefinitely. If for any reason, the researcher has the need to withdraw the participants from the
research, the participant will be notified and an explanation will be given.
FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE PARTICIPANTS
A summary of the findings and any post-study information will be made available via internet.
Web address: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/research-result-summaries/. Date when results are
available: June 1, 2021. You will receive an email with information pertaining to the above
website when the data is complete.
SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA
This data may be used in subsequent studies, publications, and presentations.
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, contact: Research Ethics
Coordinator, University of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario, N9B 3P4; Telephone: XXX-XXXXXXX, ext. XXXX; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca
SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE
I understand the information provided for the study Examining Environmental Risk Factors
and Opportunities for Intervention in the Emergent Literacy Development of Low-SES
Students in Windsor, Ontario as described herein. My questions have been answered to my
satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been given a copy of this form.
______________________________________
Name of Participant
______________________________________
Signature of Participant

___________________
Date

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR
These are the terms under which I will conduct research.
_____________________________________
Signature of Investigator
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____________________
Date

VITA AUCTORIS

NAME:

Beckie Berlasty

PLACE OF BIRTH:

Windsor, ON

YEAR OF BIRTH:

1993

EDUCATION:

St. Thomas of Villanova Secondary School, Ontario
Secondary Diploma., LaSalle, ON, 2011

University of Windsor, Concurrent B.A./B.Ed./E.C.E.
Windsor, ON, 2016

University of Windsor, M.Ed., Windsor, ON, 2021
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